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“4 I. INTRODUCTION 

: This appendix describes the process used to ldentlfy the Issues, concerns, and 
opportunities whxh are addressed in the Forest planning process. The agencies 
and lndlviduals with whom the Forest consulted m the process are also listed 
alo,ng with a summary of the dxxusslon with each. The third portion of the 
appendix presents the major issues that were selected to be addressed in the 
Forest Plan. 

The process to Identify issues began m early 1979 by holding meetings at the 
Dlstrlct Ranger offxes to acquaint employees wth the new process and to 
identzfy management concerns. These concerns were explored on a field trip to 
observ'e‘some of the management concerns on-the-ground and to reach agreements on 
the best way to approach them in the Forest Plan. Then various teams composed 
of mapagers were formed to consider ways to address the identified concerns. ..S--..,., 
6 . :. 

% 
Ok4Jober 1979 a Notxe of Intent to prepare a Forest Plan and EnvIronmental 

I .act'Statement was published in the Federal Register. A Public Involvement 
Plan to implement the planning process was also approved. 

Also in October, a letter was mailed to persons who previously indicated an 
interest in land management planning of the Clearwater National Forest. A 
brochure was developed and distributed by the three North Idaho Forests about 
the new planning process. Shortly thereafter, a news release announced the 
dates for the public workshops. 

r About the same time, a group of Supervisor's Offlce employees met to test the 
use of the nomlnal group technique, a structured process used for public 
workshops. .Thls group generated 22 issue statements. 

A total of 210 people attended workshops in Moscow, Lewxton, Orofino, and 
Kamlah that November. Partxclpsnts at the workshops were asked to Identify and 
then rate, using the nominal group technique, what they consIdered to be the 
xssues facing the Clearwater NatIonal Forest. They were encouraged to comment 
on aspects of management which they consldered needed changing now or in the 
Puture or to comment on aspects which they thought were okay. A total of 680 
issue statements were generated at the four workshops. 

Briefly, the analysis and evaluation of those statements were conducted by first 
coding the 680 statements and then sorting them Into major topic areas. 
Identical and near identical statements were then combined. In conJunction wth 
the initial screening process, the intensity and dlstrlbutlon of each Issue was 
recorded. The purpose of this was to determIne the relative importance of each 
xsue, and to get an idea of the dlstrxbutlon of partxwants. 

The lnltial screening process resulted in thirty-three major topic statements 
plus a number of indxvxdual Issues which dzd not fit into these maJor topics. 
These remaining issues were evaluated and placed Into one of three categories: 
1) to be addressed in the EIS and Forest Plan, 2) to be addressed in the EIS and 

\ Forest Plan because of explicit dlrection in the NatIonal Forest Management Act 
regulations, and 3) to be addressed through some other means because they were 
outside the scope of the forest planning process. 
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As a result of this screening, fifteen major topic issues were identified. In 
addition to the major issue statements, a number of issue-related-questions were 
determined to be important and unique enough to the Clearwater to list them 
specifically under the major topic. 

An analysis was then done to assure that no former issues identified in past 
activities and correspondence were not ignored. After this further probing, 
these fifteen major ICO's became the driving force behind the development of the 
DEIS and Proposed Plan. 

The public was notified by letters of the planning progress in February and May 
of 1980 and agaIn in June 1982. During this time, various presentations were 
made at different meetings about the planning process. In addition, individuals 
who expressed interest were marled copies of the preliminary documents (the 
Analysis of Management Situation and Forest Plan Alternatives). 

Additional public involvement was initiated in September, 1983 to aid in 
resolution of the roadless designation questions. Prior to this time, Forest 
planning efforts had examined a broad range of uses for roadless areas but had 
not included an evaluation for wilderness designation. The Forest Service had 
relied on earlier evaluations and recommendations made in the RARE II (Roadless 
Area Review and Evaluation) final EIS. After the Ninth Circuit Court decision 
on the RARE II EIS, the NFMA regulations (219.7) were revised to include an 
evaluation of roadless areas for wilderness in the Forest Planning process. 

In February 1985, notification of the impending release of the documents was 
sent to private land owners whose lands border the Clearwater or who are 
dependent on the Clearwater for access. These land owners were specifically 
invited to comment on the draft documents during the public review. 

The Draft EnvIronmental Impact Statement and Proposed Forest Plan became 
available to the public in May 1985 for a 120-day review and comment period 
which ended on September 15. 1985. Newspaper articles appeared in local papers 
to announce the release of the documents. 

Over 600 original copies of the Proposed Forest Plan were sent to individuals, 
organizations and agencies; 500 copies of the DEIS; 500 copies of Appendices to 
the DEIS; and over 1,000 copies of the Overview. By the end of May, most of the 
original documents were gone. During the next two years, the Forest had to make 
many copies of the documents to meet the demand for the documents. 

The Forest conducted open houses during June and July 1985 at Orofino, Kamiah, 
Lewiston, Spokane, Moscow, Boxxa. and Missoula. The meetings allowed more than 
300 individuals to ask specific questions about the proposed plan to resource 
specialists, planners, and managers. 

Forest personnel spent an extensive amount of time meeting with various groups 
and agencies from the time the draft documents were released until April 1987. 
Over 90 meetings were conducted: often personnel met with the same group more 
than once. For a complete list of meetings, see Section II of this appendix. 
Besides these meetings, contacts were also made by phone and by letters. 
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By the end of the public review, 3244 letters/forms, 16 oral statements, and 30 
reports had been received. (Approximately 35 comments were received after the 
September 15 deadline, and although they were coded and entered In the computer, 
they were not evaluated with the rest of the comments.) 

Most of the responses were on "response forms" of which there were two main 
types. One was the "Crisis Rally Form." which was given to participants at a 
Crisis Rally sponsored by the North Idaho Chamber of Commerce In Orofino in 
August 1985. The Crisis Rally was held to draw attention to the plight of 
logging communities after Potlatch Corporation announced that it would close two 
of its lumber mills. The other response form came from the St. Maries area, and 
was sponsored by the St. Joe Valley Association. These two forms accounted for 
2435 responses. 

The Clear-water Forest received responses from the following locations: 

Clearwater County 
Idaho County 
Latah County 
Nezperce/Asotin Counties 
Other North Idaho 
South Idaho 
Spokane Area 
Other WA State 
Montana 
Oregon 
All Other 
No Return Address 

622 
69 
98 

500 
1,265 

1% 
167 
112 

26 

;: 
129 

The largest number of responses came from "Other North Idaho" category. All but 
a small percentage of those came from the St. Maries, Idaho area. Since a large 
response from that area was not anticipated, a separate code was not used for 
St. Maries, alone. 

The management team (consxstlng of Staff Officers, Rangers, and the Forest 
Supervisor) evaluated the comments and identified issues. Then they ranked 
each, individually, according to the seriousness and the difficulty of resolving 
the issue. Next. the managers considered what type of effort would be needed to 
resolve the issue, such as, political, economical, technical, social, or legal. 
They also considered how the issue would be resolved, by whom, and when. 

Twenty issues were identified by the management team. As a result of this 
evaluation, emphasis shifted in the original fifteen issues. Three original 
issues were retained verbatim: six were dropped but are still addressed in this 
EIS and Forest Plan. One issue (energy consumption) was dropped entirely 
because no comments were received about it, and since it is being practiced 
daily, the management team didn't think it needed to be emphasized. Some issues 
were combined with other issues and one issue, timber, was split into four 
issues, 

The strong topics of 1979 remained strong in 1985; these are timber production, 
wilderness, roadless areas, elk, fish, and roads. 
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Some topics received more emphasis than in 1979, a good example of this is local 
community stability. The announcement of the local mill closures during the 
public review period generated a considerable amount of interest in the Forest 
Plan. Many expressed the opinion that the Forest Service has a long-standing 
obligation to maintain local economic stability. 

Some of the topics were generated after the public had a chance to review the 
documents, examples of these are: "watershed standards are too high or too low," 
or "funding may not be available to achieve the plan obJectives" or "a 'worse 
case analysis' was not conducted." 

Further information about each issue IS in Section III of this appendix. 

II. CONSULTATION WITH OTHEES 

Clearwater National Forest personnel have coordinated with Indian Tribes, 
Federal, State, and local agencies, and other public organizations about the 
Forest Plan. Contacts were made through correspondence, phone calls, personal 
or group meetings, or a combinations of all these methods. Most meetings listed 
were meetings held specifically between the group and the Clearwater employees. 

A. NATIVE ANEBICAN TBIBES 

-Coeur d' Alex: A meeting was held on November 15, 1979 to introduce the 
forest planning process to the Tribal planner. Even though the Tribe has been 
sent all mailings about the Clearwater. they did not comment on the draft 
documents. Another meeting was held in November 1986. 

-Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission: Contacts between the Commission 
and Clearwater culminated with a two-day meeting in April 1986 to exchange ideas 
about anadromous fish and water quality. 

-Nez Perce: Initial contact was January 10, 1979 through a meeting with the Nez 
, Perce Tribal Executive Committee. Five other meetings were held in October 

1981, October 1982, January 1985, and March and April 1986. 

B. FEDERAL AGENCIES 

-Advisory Council of Historic Preservation: Contact has been through 
correspondence and phone calls concerning cultural resource management. 

-Bonneville Power Administration: Besides correspondence and phone calls, 
meetings were held to discuss transmission corridors in November 1985 and 1986. 

-Bureau of Land Management: Contact has been through correspondence regarding 
their land management planning. 

-Environmental Protection Agency: Contact has been through correspondence. 

-National Historical Park: Besides correspondence and phone calls, the 
Clearwater has met annually with the Park service to discuss managing historical 
trails. 
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-U.S. Fish and WIldlIfe Servxe: Besides correspondence and phone calls, 
meetings were held about elk and fxheries habitat and threatened and endangered 
species in July and November 1985. 

C. STATE AGENCIES 

-Idaho Department of Health and Welfare (Division of Environment): Contacts 
have been made by correspondence or telephone. H & W personnel attended 
meetings In 1980 and 1985 where Forest planning information was presented. 

-Idaho Department of Lands: Personnel from Idaho Department of Lands have 
attended meetings where Information about Forest planning was presented. The 
latest meeting was in April 1985. 

-Idaho Department of Park and Recreation: A meeting about managing the land for 
recreation was held with the Clearwater recreation specialist. 

-Idaho Department of Transportation: Besides correspondence, a meeting to 
discuss the planning process and Highway 12 was held in April 1980. 

-Idaho Fish and Game Department: Tom Leege, employee of Idaho Fish & Game, was 
hlred as a cooperating employee between the three North Idaho Forests m 1980 
and 1981. Besides annual meetings between the two agencies, meetings were held 
in April 1980, September 1982, March 1984, January, March, June, July, October 
and December of 1985 and January, March, and October of 1986. 

-Idaho Governor's Office: The Forest Supervisor made a formal presentation to 
the Governor's Office in August 1982 and January 1985. Other employees met 
three times in 1985 and 1986 with the North Idaho Governor's Representative and 
in January 1986 with the Resource Coordinator. 

-Idaho Natural Areas Coordinating Committee: Two meetings were held In 1981 to 
discuss the location and size of RNA's. Recent meetings were held m November 
1985 and August 1986. 

-Natural Resources and Economic Affairs Subcabinets, State of Idaho: 
Presentation of the preliminary flndlngs of planning of the three North Idaho 
Forests was made In August 1982. 

-State Historx Preservation Office: Contact has been via phone conversations 
and correspondence. 

-Idaho Governor's Lewis and Clark Trail Committee: Meetings were held in 
October 1985 and September 1986. 

D. ELECTED OFFICIALS 

-U.S. Senator McClure: Senator McClure's representative has attended meetings 
where information about the Forest Plan was presented. Special meetings were 
held in November 1984 and January and September of 1986. The Forest Supervxor 
testified at a publx hearing conducted by Senator McClure in August 1986. 
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-U.S. Senator Symms: Besides attending meetings where information about the 
Forest Plan was presented, Senator Symms representatives met with Forest 
personnel In December 1985, and January and November 1986. The Forest 
Supervisor testified at a public hearing in August 1986 of which Senator Symms 
helped conduct. 

-U.S. Representative Craig: BesIdes attending meetings where Information about 
the Forest Plan was presented, other meetings were held In December 1984, 
December 1985. and November 1986 with Congressman Craig's representatives. 

-Idaho State Senator Marguerite McLaughlin: Besides attending meetings where 
InformatIon about the Forest Plan was presented and correspondence and phone 
calls, Senator McLaughlin has met once in 1985 and twice m 1986 with the Forest 
Supervisor concerning Forest plannxng. 

-Idaho State Representative Carl Braun: Attended a meeting in December 1985. 

-Idaho State Representative Harold Reid: Attended a meeting in December 1985. 

-Clearwater County Commlssloners: Besides correspondence and phone calls, 
meetings were held In September and December of 1985 and in October 1986. 

-Latsh County Commissioners: Besides correspondence, a meeting was held In July 
1985 to dxscuss Forest planning and land exchange. 

-Crty of Orofino Mayor: Mayor of Oroflno made a presentation at a meeting in 
October 1986 about the Forest's responsibility to the community. 

E. EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS 

-University of Idaho: Clearwater Forest personnel made presentations to a land 
management class and to a law class. Three meetxngs between the Clear-water and 
University officials were held in 1985 and 1986. 

-Washington State University: Clearwater employees have made presentations 
about the Forest Plan to three different classes (land management planning, 
range management, and wildlife management). 

-Eastern WashIngton University: Meeting was held in November 1986 with a 
representative of the Core Council. 

-Idaho School Districts 171, 284, and 285: School representatives made 
presentations at a meeting In October 1986 about the impacts of Forest planning. 

-0roflno High School: The Forest Supervisor made a presentation to the Senior 
class. 

-0rofino Junior High School: The Planning Staff Officer made a presentation to 
an English seventh grade class. 
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F. BUSINESS AND INDUSTRY 

-Trmber Industries: Various meetings were conducted with the timber industry. 
Rather than list each business at each meeting, a list of the companies 
represented and a list of the dates of the meetings follows: 

COMPANIES 

Potlatch Corporation 
Gem State Lumber Co. 
Konkolville Lumber Co. 
Wlckes Forest Ind. 
H & W Logging 
Plum Creek Lumber Co. 
Henderson/Waldo Logging 
Scott Paper Company 
Musselman Construction 
L.W. Hartig Loggrng Inc. 
Finke Logging 
Barnett Logging 

Diamond International/ DAW 
Bennett Lumber Company 
Coon Logging Inc. 
Medley Logging Co. 
Keck Logging Co. 
L.D. McFarland Co. 
Vinson Timber Products 
Champion International 
Kelly Kelso Logging Co. 
Triplett Logging 
McLaughlin Logging 
Columbia Helicopters 

MEETING DATES 

June 1984 April 1986 
July 1985 May 1986 
August 1985 June 1986 
December 1985 October 1986 

-UNC Teton Exploratxon Drilling: Besides correspondence, a meeting was held 
during the early years of planning. 

G. ORGANIZATIONS 

-Associated Logging Contractors: A meeting was held in January 1986. 

-Beta Sigma Phi Sorority: A meeting was held in April 1986. 

-Chamber of Commerce: The Clearwater was invited to present information about 
the Forest Plan to the Lewiston group on March 1985 and March 1986. Information 
was presented to the Oroflno group in July 1985 and June 1986. The Forest 
Supervisor served on a panel in November 1985 at the North Idaho Chamber of 
Commerce at Kamiah. 

-Idaho Wildlrfe Federation: Two meetings were held in August 1984 and March 
1986 where IWF members voiced concern over management of the Clearwater. 

-Clearwater Good Sams Club: A meeting was held in April 1985. 

-Idaho Conservation League: ICL members met with Forest personnel In August 
1984, five times In 1985 (twice in January, once in Feb., Sept, and Dec.) and 
once In November 1986. 

-Idaho Environmental Council: A meeting was held In December 1985. 
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-Idaho Natural Resource Legal Foundation: A meeting was held in Boise in 
January 1986. 

-Idaho Sportsman Coalition: A meeting was held in November of 1986. 

-Inland Empire Big Game Council: A meeting was held in April 1985 and April 
1986. 

-Inland Empire Fly Fishers: A meeting was held in November 1986 with this group 
and the Spokane Fly Fishers and Federal Fly Fishers. 

-Inland Forest Resource Council: Meetings were held in May, October, and 
December 1985 and April 1986. 

-Lewiston Wildlife Club: Meeting was held in November 1986. 

-0rofino Interested Citizens: A meeting was held in July 1985. 

-Outfitters and Guides: Meetings were held in March and June of 1985 and March 
1986. 

-National Wildlife Federation: Besides correspondence, a meeting was held in 
April 1986. 

-Seirra Club: Meetings were held in August 1984, January, February, and 
December 1985. and October 1986. 

-Spokane Resident Physicians: Meetings were held in January and April 1985 and 
April and November 1986. 

-St. Joe Valley Association: Meetings were held in July 1985 and February 1986. 

-Trout Unlimited: A meeting was held in November 1986. 

-Wilderness Society: Meetings were held in June and August 1985 and January and 
November 1986. 

-Women in Timber: Meetings were held with the Orofino group in January, June, 
and August 1986, with the Pierce group in February 1985 and April 1986 and with 
the Lewzston group in January 1985. 

III. REVIEW OF OTHER AGENCIF2-5.' PLANS 

AGENCY PLAN RELATED RESOURCES 

U.S. Army 
Corps of 
Engineers 

Dworshsk 
FEIS, 1975. 

The reservoir extends into National 
Forest land. This area has been 
designated by the Corps to be left 
as forest reserve or developed as 
recreational sites. There is a 
possibility that Dworshsk could be 
designated as a National Recreation 
Area. 
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AGENCY PLAN RELATED RESOURCES 

USDI, 
Natlonal Park 
Service 

Lewis and Clark Trail 
National Hlstorxc Trail 
Comprehensive Plan for 
Management and Use. 

Clearwater 
Economic 
Development 
Association, Inc. 

Lewis County 

Latah County 

Asotln County 

Clearwater 
county 

Benewah County 

Montana 
Department of 
Natural Resources 
and Conservation 

4 plans 
1975,'77,'18,'80 

Lewis County 
Comprehenslve Plan. 

Latah County 
Comprehensive Plan. 

Asotin County 
Comprehensive Plan. 

Clearwater County, 
Idaho Economx Develop- 
ment Plan, 1980. 

The Economic Structures 
of Benewah County, 
Idaho 1979. 

Montana Preliminary 
Forest Resources Plan, 
1980. 

The demand for recreation could 
affect the Forest's options to 
manage land adjacent to the Corps. 

Road building to provide recrea- 
tional facilities 1s a concern. 

The Corps' management could affect 
the Forest's fishery population by 
releasing water for extra electri- 
city. The water velocities could 
flush fish eggs and young fish 
downstream. 

Recommends campsites and inter- 
pretive signs between Lee Creek 
Campground and the western boundary 
of the Clearwater. 

Coordinating with State of Idaho 
for the portion of trail on state 
land. 

Recommends interpretive signs at 
various locations. 

Recognizes the role that natural 
resources play in the lifestyle of 
the five county area. 

Identifies human and natural 
resources in Lewis County. 

Identifies human and natural 
resources in Latah County. 

Identifies human and natural 
resources in Asotln County. 

Identifies human and natural 
resources in Clearwater County. 

Identifies human and natural 
resources in Benewah County. 

Level of timber harvest needed from 
Federal lands to meet Montana's 
needs. 
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AGENCY PLAN RELATED RESOURCES 

Panhandle Area 
Council 

Annual Economic 
Development Plan for 
North Idaho, 1981. 

USDE. 
Bonneville 
Power 
Administration 

Proposed Fiscal Year 
1981 Program, October 
1980. 

Idaho Department Species Management 
of Fish and Game plans. 1981-85. 

U.S. Fish and Wolf Recovery Plan 
Wlldlife Service 

USDI. 
Bureau of Land 
Management 

Attitudes and 
Perceptions of BLM 
Resource Management 
Activities In the 
Coeur d'Alene District, 
1979. 

Social Economic Profile 
Clearwater BLM Region 
1976. 

North Idaho Timber 
Management DEIS, 1980. 

Management of water, fish and 
wlldllfe. range and wildfire. 

Inventory of timber to include 
assessment of resource supply and 
demand. 

Identifies the strengths and 
weaknesses of northern Idaho. 

Proposes herbxide use to maintain 
vegetation around equipment. No 
applications planned in Clearwater 
National Forest. 

Sets harvest goals, population 
levels, and hunter days for all 
big-game species. 

Describes management philosophy, 
direction, and priority. 
Documents associated resource 
problems and programs for their 
resolution. 

Charts dlrection for the recovery 
of the endangered gray wolf In the 
Pacific Northwest. 

Gives general future direction for 
responsible agencies. 

Indicates public attitudes toward 
natural resource management in 
eleven northern counties. 

Indicates public attitudes toward 
natural resource management. 

Looks at all natural resources 
managed on BLM lands in northern 
Idaho. Some of these lands are 
close to the Forest's boundarles. 

Proposes road locations and timber 
harvest and resource changes 
resulting from timber harvest. 
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IV. SELECTED ISSlJFS. CONCERNS, AND OPPORTUXITI~ 

A. MAJOR ISSUE23 ADDRESSED IN TRE EIS 

Following 1s a dlscussron of the original 1979 maJor issues, concerns, and 
opportunltles and how the public viewed them In 1985. MaJor issues identified 
In 1985 are dxscussed wlthrn the issue Identified In 1979. Only one 1985 maJor 
issue did not fit In any category and that one has been added to the end of this 
Sectlon. Also discussed is how the Forest responded to each. 

At the end of thus section 1s a list of the maJor issues of 1979 and a list of 
the 1985 Issues. In Chapter III of the EIS is a more complete description of 
each resource. 

ICO 1 - RECREATION How will the Forest respond to the increased demand for 
dispersed and developed recreation? 

Thx xsue was ldentifled as a major xssue In 1979 and visual resource 
management, which was. then, a part of the recreation Issue, has been identified 
as a maJor Issue In 1985. 

The public comments about recreation In 1979 and 1985 were similar except that 
energy conservation concerning recreational actlvlties was not mentioned m 
1985. 

Tied close to the recreation issue IS the roadless and wilderness issue. MAY 
of the comments In 1985 were concerned about recreating in the unroaded areas. 
Some were opposed to "locking-up" the land to only a few recreationists, while 
others were concerned about exploiting areas that are currently natural. 
MentIoned In 1985 was the availability of & the Forest to handicapped 
persons. Those favoring developing the land thought that If unroaded areas were 
not developed, local residents, who account for most of the recreational use in 
the Forest, would lose their Jobs and leave the area. Others thought the Forest 
failed to capitalize on recreation as an economy benefit to the local 
communities. 

Resolution of this Issue has znvolved determlnlng the need for additional 
developed recreatIona facxlltles and then ldentlfylng areas suitable for this 
use. It has also involved identifying areas suitable for dispersed recreation 
where few facilities are provided. A proper mix of opportunities for recreation 
has been examined and evaluated based upon exlstlng and proJected demand. Also, 
potential conflicts between lndlvidual recreational uses and between recreation 
and other Forest uses, such as transitory range, protection of wlldlife habztat. 
and timber harvest, have been reviewed. 

Based on proJected population growth, developed recreation is expected to 
increase. A new campground at the mouth of Isabelle Creek In the North Fork 
District and a new VIS center in the Lochsa District are planned for the first 
decade In all alternatives except Alternative B. Dispersed recreation is also 
expected to increase or stay as current. 
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Recreation visitor days (RVD'S) are estimated for developed, semiprimitive, 
roaded natural, wilderness, dispersed, hunting and fishing recreation m each 
alternative. The different levels of FiVD's are a result of the objective of 
each alternative. 

VISUAL RESOURCE MANA- 

Although not addressed separately in 1979, visual resource management became an 
major issue in 1985. 

Respondents expressed concern that visual obJectives restrict timber harvest and 
road building. They also thought that the DEIS did not adequately address the 
impact from visual objectives. 

The Forest responded to this issue in the Preferred Alternative by reducing the 
prOJeCted amount of even-aged timber management m the foreground viewing areas, 
and adding more restrictive standards and guldelines on the design and shape of 
clearcuts. The visual quality objectlves have been mapped. 

ICO 2 - cuLTuRALRFsouRcEs What type of management will be provided for 
archeological and historical resources? 

This issue remained a major issue from 1979, although in 1985 most of the 
comments were about protection of the historic trail systems. This interest 
centers around the historical trail corridor used at different periods by the 
Nez Perce Indians, the Lewis end Clark Expedition, miners, trappers and others 
traversing the Bitterroots. This trail, the Lo10 Trail system which includes 
the Nee Me Poo and Lewis Clark Trails, is on the National Register of Historic 
Places and is a NatIonal Historic Landmark. 

Bonneville Power Administration expressed concern that protectlon of the 
corridor was too restrictive and that it could conflict with a potential energy 
transmission corridor. 

All of the other comments about cultural resources expressed doubts that the 
Clearwater's program would protect the resource. Many of the respondents prefer 
cultural resources protection regardless of the affect on other resources. 
Conflxts arise when protection of cultural resources prevents timber from being 
harvested and roads from being built. 

In the Preferred AlternatIve, the A6 Management Area direction has been 
strengthened to emphasize interpretation of historical resources for the 
appreciation and understanding of Forest users. The Lo10 Trail Implementation 
GuidelInes, which supplements direction in the Forest Plan, has been revised to 
better address the comments, and the portion of the trail which contains the 
only undeveloped section of the Lewis and Clark Trail in the NatIon has been 
protected from development. 

ICO 3 - SPECIAL ARRAS What addltlonal areas ~111 be identified for 
research and special interest (research natural 
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areas, and scenic, botanic or geological 
attractions)? 

~hls remained a major issue in 1985. The Forest only received a small 
percentage of public comments about special areas, but this issue has existed 
long before Forest planning began and needs to be resolved. 

In 1977 the Clearwater Forest identified and set aside a 1,281 acre research 
natural area (RNA) along the Lochsa River. Since that time, special scenic, 
botanic, and geological areas have been studled. These areas are usually not 
compatible with timber harvest, mineral exploration, wildlife habitat 
management, or road buildlng, but can enhance watershed and visuals. Most of 
these areas are attractions of special interest and would be managed for public 
use while research natural areas (RNA's) are establlshed primarily for long-term 
research, and public use is generally not encouraged. 

The proposed 900 acre-Aquanus RNA in the Proposed Plan was criticized as being 
too small to protect the unique features of the area. Twelve other areas were 
suggested for potential special interest sites. 

Each alternative proposes different acreages to be managed as RNA%. In the 
Preferred Alternative, Aquarius RNA has been increased to 3,900 acres, and 
Four-Bit Creek area has been proposed as an RNA. Twelve other areas of 
approximately 500 acres have been designated as special areas. 

ICO 4 - WILDERNESS What lands will be considered for wilderness 
classification, and how will existing classified 
wilderness be managed? 

Of all the issues, the issue of wilderness classification and the timber issue 
have renalned the two which receive the most attention from the public. Along 
with the timber issue, this issue received more comments than all other comments 
combined. It was sharply divided between those favoring more wilderness or 
roadless designations, and those favoring less. 

The second aspect of this issue, managing the existing Selway-Bitterroot 
Wilderness, was a management concern ln 1979, but was not a major issue in 1985. 

Sixty-six percent or 950,311 acres of the Clearwater is inventoried as 
roadless. Of these, the Mallard-Larkins and Hoodoo (Kelly Creek) areas received 
the most support for wilderness. Both of these areas were mentioned because of 
their wilderness values. Other areas such as Toboggan, Cayuse, Fish, Hungery 
and Weitas Creeks were mentioned for roadless or wilderness status to protect 
the fish and wildlife. 

The popular reasons for leaving an area undeveloped were: 
-for preservation for future generations, 
-for solitude and hiking opportunities, 
-for high water quality and fish habitat, 
-for wildlife habitat and quality hunting opportunities, 
-for outfitter and guide businesses, and 
-for scenic beauty. 
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The popular reasons for developing roadless areas were: 
-for timber harvest and road construction which means jobs, 
-for community stability and lifestyles, 
-for increase taxes to the State and counties, 
-for allowing everyone, including the handicapped. to see the beauty of the 
area, and 
-for allowing Idahoans the chance to decide the future of the State, not 
someone back East who rarely visits Idaho. 

The Preferred Alternative recommends wilderness in the Mallard-Larkins and 
Hoodoo areas. It also recommends an additional 18,500 acres to the exlstlng 
Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness. 

ICO 5 - ROADLESSAREAS Will any areas be managed as roadless? 

As stated in the wilderness issue. this has remained sn important issue. In 
1985 the wilderness issue and roadless issue are combined. 

Specific concern was expressed for carefully managing roadless lands for 
recreation. Those in favor of roadless areas want to preserve the area for elk, 
fish, recreation, and scenery. Some recognize the need for timber harvest in 
some areas, but only In the future when better technology will be available. 
Many of those favoring less roadless area mentioned the lack of road prevents 
them from recreaixng in certain areas and prevents fire and disease control. 
Many stated that roadless areas do not allow multiple use management, but others 
questioned whether it mzght be more cost effective to leave an area unroaded 
than developing it for timber. 

The maJority of the comments which mentioned a specific area were about Kelly 
Creek: all opposed developments. Other areas mentioned were White Sands, 
Minnesaka, Mallard-Larkins, Cayuse Creek, Great Burn, Pot Mountain, North Lochsa 
Slope, Weir-Post Office, Lochsa Face, Eldorado Creek, Tobaggan, Meadow Creek and 
Fish-Hungery Creek area. 

The variation between alternatives is made up largely by how the 950,311 acres 
of roadless lands are designated. A wide range of management activities have 
been proposed in the alternatives from developing the areas to retaining them in 
a unroaded condition. Proposed uses of roadless areas allow for improved 
management of wildlife and fish habitats, fuel management, mineral exploration, 
and watersheds. Roadless area management precludes timber harvest and road 
building. 

In the Preferred Alternative Tobaggan, Hungery, Monroe, Fourth of July Creeks, 
Paradise Meadows, and Elk Summit are designated unroaded in response to public 
comments. 

ICO 6 - FISH AND WILDLIFE How ~111 the Forest manage wildlife habitat 
(summer and winter range) and fisheries habltat? 

This issue has remained a strong issue throughout the planning process. In the 
1985 Issues, fisheries and water quality are considered together. 
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Winter range 1s the major limiting factor on elk populations in the Clearwater 
as summer range is more than adequate. Winter range capacities for elk have 
been decreasing over the last 20-30 years as the Forest vegetative cover has 
grown older and the brush fields, which resulted from the massive wIldfires in 
the early 1900's. have begun to convert to trees. Currently the Forest can 
support between 13,500 to 17,000 elk in the winter. depending on the severity of 
the weather. 

This issue received many comments in 1979 and 1985. Concerning the draft 
documents, most comments about winter range questioned the Forest's ability to 
accomplish ten times more acres of burning on winter range each year than It had 
in the past. The respondents also questioned rather the Forest would have the 
budget to accomplish such a high standard. While many people acknowledged the 
importance of properly managed winter range for elk, there appeared to be more 
concern with summer range management, especially in connection with road 
closures. Although most respondents thought more roads in summer range should 
be closed, there were others who objected to road closures because they think it 
limits their opportunity to enjoy the Forest. 

Although a few respondents asked that no special consideration be given to the 
threatened and endangered species, most concerns were for the protection and 
enhancement of habitat for threatened and endangered species. On the Clearwater 
that includes the gray wolf, grizzly bear, and bald eagle. Generally, any type 
of development would conflict with management of these animals' and birds' 
habitats. 

The Clearwater currently provides relatively high water qualzty In most of the 
Forest, excellent resident fzsh habitat, and an anadromous fxsh habitat capable 
of supporting more fish than it does. Some respondents expressed concern that 
the water quality standards were too high, but others thought that the fish 
standards were too low. Others questioned the rellablllty of our data and 
computer models used to estimate impacts on water quality and fish habitat. 

Native Americans Tribes emphasized that water quality and anadromous fisheries 
are the most important resources provided by the Forest. 

Resolution of this issue involves the protectIon and enhancement of habitats for 
various fish and wildlife species. Also involved is the evaluation of the 
relationship of fish and wildlife and their habitats to other resource uses and 
demands. Because the Forest Service manages habltat and the Idaho Department of 
Fish and Game has responsibility for managing populatzons, cooperation and 
coordination between the two agencies are essential. 

Each alternative offers different level of prescribed burning to enhance big 
game habitat. The amount of fish habitat improvements also varies by 
alternative. 

The Preferred Alternative designates winter range to management directlon that 
combines timber harvest with seasonal road closures and prescribed burning on 
only half of the acres proposed in the draft documents. The summer range will 
be managed by leaving 683,000 acres unroaded and by closing roads to protect 
other summer ranges. 
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The water quality standards will meet or exceed the State and Federal water 
quality standards. The fish standards were not changed but different standards 
were applied to some of the streams m the Forest. 

ICO 7 - RANGE How much and which lands will be avallable for domestic 
lIvestock grazing? 

This xsue received seven comments during the review period of the draft 
documents; it is not a maJor concern for users of the Clearwater Forest. The 
seven comments were equally divided for and against desxgnating land for 
livestock grazing. 

About 16,000 acres or less than one percent of the Forest has been identified as 
primary range land. Several cattle and horse grazing allotments already exist. 
Some conflicts have occurred between domestic livestock and other resources, 
primarily wildlife, fish, water, and recreationlsts. These conflicts occur in 
riparian areas where lIvestock overgraze, thus creating more sediment in the 
streams and dxplacing wildllfe. 

ICO 8 - TIMBER PRODUCTION To what extent can. the Forest meet the demand for 
a continued supply of timber? 

In both 1979 and 1985 this issue, which has many sub-topics, has received more 
comments than any other issue, although in 1985, several aspects of this issue 
gained more attention and became major xsues. These are community stability, 
suitable timberland, silvicultural systems and below-cost sales. 

The timber supply issue received more comments than any other single issue: in 
fact, comments whxh stated that the proposed timber harvest was too low were 
the most numerous. These comments came from the St. Joe Valley Association form 
in St. Maries and from the Orofino Crxz.is Rally form. (See Section 1 of thrs 
appendix.) 

The timber industry contends that more timber is needed from National Forest 
lands, because timber on their lands has been harvested. Local community 
leaders are extremely concerned that local jobs and the local economy will be 
adversely affected by a shortage of timber. Most comments from individuals on 
economics revolved around the concept that there are too many restrictions 
placed on the logger causing the cost and operations to be uneconomical. 

The Forest Service completed A Report on Idaho's Txnber Supply In February of 
1987. The report concluded that timber supply in northern Idaho was adequate to 
sustain past harvest levels. The report did not consider proJections of demand: 
however, a further breakdown of the supply-demand situatzon specific to the 
three North Idaho Forests was done by the Regional Offxe. For the Clearwater 
it showed that the demand was most likely to exceed assumed local supply 
starting about 1995 whxh is near the end of this planning period. 

The local timber Industry also assessed current ml11 capacity relative to 
potential timber supply in the Clearwater - Nez Perce Natlonal Forest areas. 
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This document showed that current annual mill capacity was 52 MMBF more than the 
anticipated supply for the plan period. 

When considering suitable timberland, respondents felt that more of the 
Clearwater should be considered unsuitable for timber to meet the land 
management planning regulations because of the five year reforestation 
requirements, potential water and soil problems, and economics considerations. 

Other respondents were concerned that only 54 percent of the Forest was 
considered suitable for timber management in the Proposed Plan. Some 
respondents said that a map of unsuitable lands was needed to comply with NFMA. 

Respondents also expressed concerns over the large amount of clearcutting 
prescribed and its affects on other resources. They said that the Forest should 
have analyzed an alternative that included only uneven-aged management. 
Respondents also suggested that trees are not being planted at a rate which 
keeps up with harvest levels. Many expressed concern about vast areas which 
remain unplanted, and voiced doubts about sustaining strong timber harvest 
levels in the future. 

Another topic mentioned repeatedly was the waste of "harvestable" timber, and 
though not mentioned specifically. it is assumed that many were speaking of land 
taken out of timber production because of special designations. 

Each alternative considers a different level of timber harvest. In the 
Preferred Alternative the allowable sale quantity (ASQ) has been raised to 173 
MMBF which is an increase over the 165 MMBF offered in the last ten years. Both 
even-aged and uneven-aged silvicultural systems will be used but it is assumed 
that the use of even-aged systems will predominate in most of the Forest. 

ICO 9 - WATER What measures will be taken to protect watershed and 
maintain high quality water? 

Even though water quality has remained a strong issue during the planning 
process, it received relatively few comments. In the 1985 issues, fisheries is 
tied to water quality rather than to wildlife. 

The Clearwater Forest covers two major river drainages which produce an 
abundance of high quality water. Most uses within the Forest affect water 
quality either directly or indirectly. Of particular concern are land 
disturbing activities like timber harvesting, road building, and mining. 

Water quality standards gained much attention in 1985 because the timber 
industry considered them to be much higher than the State's standards and thus a 
significant constraint on logging operations. From the other point of view, 
respondents were concerned that the standards were not strict enough to 
alleviate possible irreversible damage to soil, water, fisheries, and riparian 
resources. Both sides were skeptical about the ability of the Forest's computer 
models to adequately predict natural responses. There were also concerns that 
potential funding and monitoring would be inadequate to protect water quality 
and fisheries. 
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All alternatives show different levels of sediment. In the Preferred 
AlternatIve the Forest changed the methodology that predicts sediment by 
allowing the FORPLAN model to predxt potential sediment from timber and road 
bulldIng. The Forest didn't drop the high water standards, but it did change 
the riparlan prescription and monitoring requirements. 

ICO 10 - MINERALS How ~111 the Forest consider minerals and mining 
opportunities while provldlng for adequate protection 
of other resources? 

Thx is not a maJor issue in 1985, although the Forest did receive some comments 
about minerals. The potential of minerals becomlng a very important issue 
exists 1.f significant minerals are found in the Forest. 

The Forest Service policy 1s to integrate the development and use of minerals 
with the use and conservation of other resources to the fullest extent possible 
under the existing mlneral laws. Some segments of the public have expressed 
concern about lncreaslng mineral activity because of potential air, water, and 
soil degradation. Yet, some are becoming increasingly concerned about the 
amount of land being withdrawn from mineral entry or managed as to effectively 
shut down mineral activity. 

Mineral activitxes and access under the present mining laws would be constralned 
In varying amounts depending on the land designation. For example, a land 
designation for primitive back-country recreation In a particular area would 
restrict the location and kind of access allowed for mlneral development withln 
that area. In a designated wilderness, only valid mining claims and mineral 
leases in effect at the time of designation ox- as stated In designation 
legislation could be developed. All other wilderness lands would be withdrawn 
from mxneral entry. Other conflicts include the amount of sediment produced 
whxh could effect fish, disturb wlldlife habitat, disrupt the scenery, and 
interfere with recreation. 

The available land area for mlneral entry changes by alternatlve. No further 
mineral entry 1s allowed in the Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness. 

ICO 11 - ENERGY What opportunities does the Forest have to aid in the 
conservation of energy? 

Although this was an Issue III 1979. no comments were received on the DEIS and 
Proposed Forest Plan about energy consumption. It was dropped as an issue. 

ICO 12 - LANDOWNERSHIP What direction should the Forest take regarding 
land ownership adjustment? 

Although there were a few publx comments about lsndownershlp adJustment, this 
issue was dropped from the maJor issues in 1985. It is St.111 addressed m this 
EIS and accompanylug Forest Plan. 
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In some areas of the Forest, private entItles own alternating sectlons of land. 
creating a "checkerboard" ownership pattern. AdJustment of these patterns by 
"blocklng up" ownership could increase land management effectiveness of both 
private landowners and the Forest Servrce. 

Attention has been given to this issue at both the Regional and Forest level. 

ICO 13 - ROADS What road system should be developed and how should It 
be managed? 

This has remained a maJor xsue. Reviewers of the Proposed Plan expressed 
concerns that the Forest was plsnnlng to build too.many roads to a higher 
standard and cost than necessary. Also reviewers expressed concern that roads 
and thell‘ construction have significant adverse affects on ~011, water, 
wIldlife, recreation and visual quality. Two specific roads were mentioned 
repeatedly; one was for closure of the Fly Hill Road and the other was 
opposltlon to an extension of Indian Henry Rrdge Road. The Issue of road 
management is addressed in the wlldllfe summer range issue. 

The Forest's road system I.S closely related to and directly affects other 
resources uses. For example, roads are necessary for txmber production, some 
types of recreation and other uses, but roads and road construction can have a 
detrimental effect upon other values like water quality, wildlife and prxmitlve 
recreation. 

Road miles vary In each alternative. In the Preferred Alternative, the Forest 
will build as few as road as possible at the lowest standard possible to meet 
the obJectlve. Aerial harvest ~111 be practxed when feasible. 

ICO 14 - U.S. HIGHWAY 12 How will the Forest manage U.S. Highway 12 and the 
Wild and Scenic River Corridor? 

This did not remain a maJor issue in 1985 but potential candidates for Wild and 
Scenic River status become one when several respondents polnted out that the 
Forest had not complied with its own requxements to review and identify 
potential candidates. 

Three streams are eligible for study for inclusion into the National Wild and 
Scenic Rivers System. They are the North Fork of the Clearwater River. Kelly 
Creek, and Cayuse Creek. Separate studies ~111 be needed to determine whether 
these streams are suitable for inclusion In the system. Until studies can be 
completed. the streams ~111 be protected from adverse impacts. 

ICO 15 - FIRE MANAGEMENT In what areas will fire suppresslon practxes be 
modified to allow some fires to burn? 

This did not remain a maJor issue In 1985; nevertheless, the EIS and Forest Plan 
address fire management. 

Although there were not many comments about fire in 1985, many respondents used 
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fire as a reason to harvest timber because timber left standing would create 
fuel for fire. 

NEW ISSUE - ENFXX TRANSMISSION CORRIDOR 

Only one topic, energy transmission corridors, became a major issue in 1985 that 
had not been identified in 1979. Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) 
expressed concern that protection of the Lo10 Trail corridor was too restrictive 
that it could conflict with a potential energy transmission corridor. 

BPA maJor energy corridor "window" 1s ldentifled across the Forest from the 
vicinity of Pierce-Weippe to Lo10 Pass. No development of this corridor is 
planned during this planning period, but corridor development night be possible 
after serious study and mitigation. 

B. 1985 ISSUES 

Following are the 1985 maJor issues: 

1. Visual Resource: How should the Forest manage visual resource obJectlves 
when these objectlves may restrict timber harvesting? 

2. Cultural Resource: What type of management will be provided for 
archeological and historical resources, especially the historic Lo10 Trail 
corndor? 

3. Special Areas: What additional areas will be identified as Research Natural 
Areas or special or unique? 

4. Wilderness and Roadless: Which lands should be considered for wilderness 
classification and which should be designated to unroaded management? 

5. Wild and Scenic Rivers: Whxh streams should be consIdered as candidates 
for Wild and Scenic River status? 

6 and 7. Wildlife: How will the Forest manage wildlife habitat on winter 
range? How ~111 key summer range be managed after timber is harvested? 

8, 9, 10, and 11. Timber Production: To what extent can the Forest meet the 
demand for a continued supply of timber to support local community stability? 
How will the Forest evaluate unsuitable and sultable timberlands7 How will the 
Forest decide which silvicultural system to use? Should timber sale receipts 
cover the cost of harvesting timber? 

12. Water and Fish: What standards should be followed to ensure high water 
quality and fish habitat? 

13. Riparian Areas: How will the Forest manage timber in rlparlan areas? 

14. Road Construction: How will the Forest evaluate road construction, design 
standards, and projected road costs? How will the Forest manage roads? 
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15. Energy Transmission Corridor: How will the Forest comply with the 
Bonneville Power's request to consider an energy transmission corridor window 
across the Clearwater Forest? 

C. 1979 ISSUFS . 

Following are the 1979 maJor issues: 

1. Recreation: How ~111 the Forest respond to the increased demand for 
dispersed and developed recreation? 

2. Cultural Resource: What type of management will be provided for 
archeological and historical resources7 

3. Special Areas: What additional areas, besides the 1,281-acres Lochsa 
Research Natural Area, will be identified as special or unique (Research Natural 
Areas, scenic, botanic, or geological area)? 

4. Wilderness: What lands will be considered for wilderness classification and 
how will existing classified wilderness be managed? 

5. Roadless Areas: Will any areas be managed as roadless? 

6. Fish and Wildlife: How will the Forest manage wildlife habitat and 
fisheries habitat? 

7. Range: How much and whxh lands will be available for domestic livestock 
grazing? 

8. Timber Production: To what extent can the Forest meet the demand for a 
continued supply of timber? 

g. Water: What measures will be taken to protect watersheds and maintain high 
quality water? 

10. Minerals: How ~111 the Forest consider minerals and mining opportunities 
while providing for adequate protection of other resources? 

11. Energy: What opportunities does the Forest have to aid in the conservation 
of energy? 

12. Land Ownership: What direction should the Forest take regarding 
landownership adJustment? 

13. Roads: What road system should be developed and how should It be managed? 

14. U.S. HIghway 12: How will the Forest manage U.S. Hlghway 12 and the Wild 
and Scenic River Corridor? 

15. Fire Management: In what areas will fire suppression practices be modlfled 
to allow some fires to burn? 
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Description of the 
Analysis Process 



I. INTRODUCTION 

A. PLANNING OPPORTUNITIES 

The Forest Service IS responsible for determlning the best way to manage 
Natlonal Forest lands based on publx desires and land capabilities. The 
Clearwater Natlonal Forest 1s located ln north central Idaho and contains 
1,837,116 acres of diverse land forms and vegetation. The wide variety of 
seral and climax-type vegetative communities that exist support a rich and 
varied wlldllfe community. The wood products industries are important to the 
local economy with 26 percent of the private sector's Income resulting from 
Forest related outputs. In addition, the Forest provides an attractive setting 
for recreatlonists who spend money for supplies and servxes. 

Public Interest includes divergent vIewpoints about the use of commodities, 
such as timber. grazing, and minerals and about the use of noncommodities, such 
as wilderness, unroaded recreation, scenery, wlldllfe, old growth, and 
diversrty. The Forest's maJor planning goal is to provide enough Information 
to help declslon makers determrne whxh combination of goods, services, and 
land designations ~11 maximize net publx benefit. (See Section IV for more 
dlscusslon of Net Public Benefit.) The Natlonal Forest Management Act (NFMA) 
and the regulations developed under NFMA (36 CFR 219) provide the analytical 
framework to address this ObJective, and also state that the requirements of 
the Natlonal EnvIronmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Its regulations (40 CFR 
1500-1508) must be applxed In this analysis process. 

B. PLANNING PROCESS 

The planning and envIronmenta analysrs process brings a new outlook and a new 
technology to National Forest land management. Prxxxpally these changes 
are: (1) processes formerly used to make individual resource declslons are now 
combined to help make integrated management decisions, and (2) new mathematical 
modeling techniques are used to assxt In the land designation problem 
including ldentlfymg the most cost-effxlent pattern of land management. 

The lo-step planning process is discussed in the NFMA regulations and in 
Chapter I of this EIS on page I-*. This Appendix describes the analysis phase 
of this process including steps 3, 4, 5 and 6. The Judgment phase, steps 1, 2, 
7 and 8, is described in Chapters I, II, and in Appendix A. The execution 
phase, steps 9 and 10, is presented in the Forest Plan. 

1. Inventory Data and Collect Information (Planning Step 3) 

The interdxcipllnary team (ID team) determined which data were necessary based 
on the issues. concerns, and opportunities. The analysis of the management 
sltuatlon, formulation of alternatlves and monitoring require data on resource 
capabilities, exlstlng supply and demand, expected outputs, benefits and 
costs. Existing data were used whenever possible and were supplemented with 
new data to help resolve issues or management concerns. Data are on file in 
the Forest Supervisor's Office. 

B-l 



2. Analysis of the Management Situation (Planning Step 4) 

This analysis examines resource supply and market conditions and determines 
suitabilxty and feasibility for resolving issues. A land designation model 
(FORF'LAN) was used to address a number of specific requirements, including 
benchmarks. Requirements include: (a) projecting the Forest's current 
management program; (b) determining the Forest's ability to produce a range of 
goods and services from minimum management to maximum production; (c) 
evaluating the feasibility of reaching the natlonal productIon goals (RPA 
targets) and social demands Identified es issues, concerns and opportunities; 
and (d) identifying monetary benchmarks which estimate the output mix which 
msxxmxzes present net value (or minimizes the cost) of resources having an 
established market or assigned value and meeting other departure analysis 
requirements. The analysis of the management situation document is on file in 
the Forest Supervisor's Office. 

3. Formulation of Alternatives (Planning Step 5) 

The information gathered during the first four planning steps was combined end 
analyzed to formulate alternative management plans. The alternatives reflect a 
range of resource management directions. Each major publx issue and 
management concern was addressed in one or more alternatives. Management 
prescriptions and practices were formulated to represent the most 
cost-efficient way of attaining the objectives for each alternative. Both 
priced and nonpriced outputs are considered in formulating the alternatives. 

4. Estimation of Effects of Alternatives (Planning Step 6) 

The physical, biological, economic and social effects of each alternative were 
estimated and analyzed to determine how each responds to the range of goals and 
objectives assigned by the RPA program. FORPLAN was used to estimate some of 
the economic and physical output effects while other methods were used for 
remaining effects. The analysis included: (a) dxrect effects: (b) indirect 
effects; (c) conflxt with other Federal, State, local, end Indian Tribe land 
use plans; (d) other environmental effects: (e) natural or depletable resource 
requirements and conservation potential; (f) historx and cultural resources: 
and (g) means of mitigation. 

II. INVENTORY DATA AND INJ?OF!MATION COLLECTION 

A. FOREST DATA BASE 

1. Capability Areas 

The basx resource data storage unit is the capabllity area. Capablllty areas 
are lands delineated for the purpose of estimating their response to various 
management practices, resource values, output coeffxlents, and multi-resource 
or joint projection functions (FSM 1920.5). There are approximately 9,000 
capability areas. Forest capability areas reflect the following criteria: 
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1. 

;: 

Z: 

I. 
8. 

Proclaimed Forest 
State 
county 
Ranger District 
Administratively designated areas, e.g., Research Natural Areas 
Legally designated areas. e.g., classlfled wilderness, 
recreation river corridor 
Timber compartment boundaries (whxh relate to 
watershed boundaries) 
Landtypes grouped into ecologic land units (includes habitat 
tmes) 

The result of the delineation steps described above was overlaid with the 
photo-interpreted stands done m the 1973 timber inventory. This resulted in 
subdlvisions of capabllity areas called "cells." Each cell was assigned a 
unique condition class. 

2. Analysis Areas 

Analysis areas are one or more capability area cells combined for the purpose 
of analysis An formulating alternatlves and estlmatlng various impacts and 
effects (FSM 1920.5). Capability area cells were stratified by existing timber 
or condition classes and then aggregated Into analysis areas according to 
similarities in capability, timber types, and economic effects. There are 362 
analysis areas. 

3. Production Coefficients 

Resource outputs were developed for each analysis area by linking resource 
suitability and economics to analysis areas. Analysis areas suitable for 
timber production were linked to timber photo interpretative maps which were 
linked to timber outputs. Forage production for elk was measured on elk summer 
and winter range. Recreational coefficients were tied to population trends and 
capacity. Local and collector road miles were estimated by prescrlption for 
each analysis area. Sediment coefficients were developed for management 
Induced erosion above naturally occurring levels. Existing range was estimated 
for the current permanent and transitory range. Other resource data including 
costs, benefits, slope, geology, and riparian areas were utlllzed to further 
refine or constrain outputs. 

Production coefficients used were expressed m the following units: 
Timber Thousand cubic feet/acre/decade 
Dispersed recreation Rec. visitor days/acre/decade 
Winter elk numbers Elk/acre/decade 
Summer elk numbers Elk/acre/decade 
Livestock forage Anlmal unit months/acre/decade 
Road construction Miles/thousand acres/decade 
Sediment Tons/acres/decade 
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4. Suitable Lands 

a. Tentatively Suitable Lands 

Forest personnel used resource data to determine acres tentatively suitable for 
management practices. All areas were considered suitable for some form of 
recreation and some type of wildlife use. Roadless area size and evidence of 
human activities were used to determine wilderness suitability. Forest habitat 
type. SOllS, timber type, and legal status were used to determine areas 
tentatively suitable for timber production. Elevation and aspect were used to 
determine areas tentatively suitable for elk winter range. 

______-----______----~~~~~~-~----~~~~~~~--~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-~~~~~~--- 
Table B-l. Identification of Tentatively Suitable Timberland 

Description 

1. Total net Forest area 

;: 
Non-Forest lands (includes water) 
Forest lends 

4. Forest lands withdrawn from timber production 
5. Forest lands not capable of producing crops 

of industrial wood 
6. Forest lands physically unsuitable (not restockable 

within 5 years) 
7. Tentatively suitable Forest lands 

1,837,116 
(24.370) 

1,812,746 
(276,894) 

(147,781) 

(51,997) 
1.3369074 

Nonforest land includes meadows, avalanche areas, rock outcrops, talus slopes, 
sod grasses, and ferns. These were defined by original landtypes 16Q20, G07, 
G08, Q08. G17R, T, 13A02, and M. Recently new landtypes have been developed 
with the corresponding landtypes defining nonforest land: 16U96, 31G45, 31S45, 
R, U30, U31, T. llA47. llA97. 

Forest lands withdrawn from timber production includes the Selway-Bitterroot 
Wilderness (259.165 acres), the Lochsa Research Natural Area (1,281 acres), and 
the Mallard-Larkins Pioneer Area (16,448 acres). 

Forest lands not capable of producing crops of industrial wood includes scoured 
crrque basins above 5000 to 8000 foot elevation with north and east aspects end 
scoured rolling uplands. Sites are severe with stony end droughty soils. 
Whitebark pine habitat types dominate. Not capable land is further defined as 
upper slopes and glacial trough walls that have resulted from freezing and 
thawing and glacial scouring. These occur at elevations from 4500 to 7500 feet 
with primarily north and east aspects and 40 to 70 percent rock outcrop. The 
habitat type is subalpine fir/beargrass. These were defined by original 
lendtypes 38Q17, 36Q18, 34Ql8, 34Q19. 41LO5, 63Q16, 63Q17, 65Q18, 65821, and 
65824. New landtypes are ~96, 36U92. 33~76, 34U76, 41L91. 63U80, 61U96, 34U86, 
48~80, 49L80. 

Forest land physxally unsuitable cannot be restocked within five years. This 
is defined as south and west facmg breaklands and higher slopes within thm 
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end droughty soils, little or no ash cap, 35 to 70 percent gravels and cobble 
end 10 to 50 percent rock outcrop. Vegetative cover is thin and clumpy with 
Douglas-fir habitat types dominating. Soils are excessively well drained. 
These were defined by original landtypes 3X17, 31G18, 30T01, 61G17, 63G18, 
61~75, 63~78, 61~01. New landtypes are 3lU30, 3lU31, 6OU30, 60~31 611~30, and 
61~31. 

b. Timber Prescription Economic Analysis 

The Forest planning regulations (36 CFR 219.14) require an analysis of timber 
resource land suitability. There are several stages to this analysis. The 
first stage (219.14 [a]) identified lands not suited for timber production. 
The results of this stage are presented in Section III, B. of this Appendix. 
For lends other than those that were identified as not suited, an assessment of 
the costs and benefits for a range of management intensities for timber 
production had to be made (219.14 [b]). This assessment, identified below, 
includes only the direct costs and benefits of timber production. The third 
stage (219.14 [c]) consists of identifying lands which are not appropriate for 
timber production to meet obJectives of the individual alternatives being 
considered. The results of this analysxs are summarized in Table II-23 of the 
Final EIS. 

During the public review period of the Draft EIS, several comments ware made 
citing the fact that the second stage of the timber resource lend suitability 
analysis was not found in the documents. The following is an economic analysis 
of all the timber management prescriptions used in the FORPLAN model during the 
preparation of the Final EIS. 

The first step was to identify the direct costs and benefits related to timber 
production for each prescription. Direct benefits are those which contribute 
to expected gross receipts to the government. Direct costs include anticipated 
investments, maintenance, operating. management. and planning costs 
attributable to timber production. 

The next step was to calculate present net value of each timber intensity end 
each timing option. Present net value equals the excess, over the 150 year 
planning horizon. of discounted benefits less discounted costs. These timber 
management intensities which yield a positive PNV show direct benefits from 
timber production which exceed direct costs. 

As a result of this analysis, we know which analysis areas yield positive 
returns for timber management and the timber msnagement strategy and timing 
option which yields the highest PNV on each. The planning records contain 
detailed information on the results of this analysis for each analysis area. 

The NFMA regulations (36 CFR 219.14 [b]) require the Forest to "...identify the 
management intensity for timber production for each category of lends which 
results in the largest excess of discounted benefits less discounted cost..." 
Table B-2 shows this summary by analysis area grouping on tentatively suitable 
lands. 

In Table B-2, the analysis area groupings represents analysis areas with 
similar PNV's. The analysis area groupings are listed in order of decreasing 
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PNV. The PNV-per-acre-column represents a weighted average. This is derived 
by taking the per acre PNV of each analysis area in the group "times" the 
number of acres in the analysis area which have been summed together and 
divided by the total acres in the grouping. 

The acres-available-column in the table does not represent a designation but 
rather the total acres that could receive the prescription. A given area has 
the choice of several prescriptions which is determined during the alternative 
development phase of the process. 

_-_--_----------________________________~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-~--~~ 
Table B-2. Management Intensity Having Greatest PNV Per Acre 

(Discounted Timber Benefits Minus Discounted Timber Costs) 
By Analysis Area Groups 

___________________------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Weighted Average 

Roaded/ Productivity Management Acres PNV Per Acre 
Roadless Class Slope A@ Intensity Available ($) 

-----------------------------Management hea A4 =,-J A6 *~~-~-----~~~~~~~~-~---~~~~~~~~ 
Roaded PROD 1 <55 >120 
Roaded PROD 2 <55 Y 40 

Uneven-aged 94,469 47. 
Uneven-aged 23,682 -173. 

Roadless PROD l-2 <55 F 40 Uneven-aged 212,384 -339. 
Roaded PROD 1 <55 7120 Uneven-aged 135.921 
Roaded PROD 2 <55 < 40 Uneven-aged 11,188 
Roadless PROD l-2 <55 ,120 Uneven-aged 11,901 

-----------------------------------Management ha 
Roaded PROD 1-2-3 All All Ages Final 
Roadless PROD 1-2-3 All All Ages Final 
Roaded/ 
Roadless PROD 1-2-3 All NS l * Final 

-----------------------------------Managt Area 
Roadless PROD 1-2-3 x55 >40 Final 
Roadless PROD 1 255 Y-40 Final 
Roadless PROD 1-2-3 <55 740 Final 
Roadless PROD 1-2-3 <55 740 Final 
Roadless PROD 2 155 240 Final 
Roadless PROD 1-2-3 <55 All Ages Final 
Roadless PROD 1. 255 <40 Final 
Roadless PROD 1-2-3 <55 <40 Final 
Roadless PROD 3 255 All Ages Final 
Roadless PROD 2 255 <40 Final 
Roadless PROD 1-2-3 All NS l * Final 

-----------------------------------Managnt hea 
Roaded PROD l-2-3 <55 >40 Final 
Roaded PROD 1 255 F40 Final 
Roaded PROD l-2-3 <55 740 Final 
Roaded PROD 2 255 740 Final 
Roaded PROD l-2-3 <55 740 Final 
Roaded PROD 3 All All Ages Final 
Roaded PROD 1 155 <40 Final 
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04--------------------------------- 
Harvest 43,893 537. 
Harvest 61,102 357. 

Harvest 10,336 -516. 

c~s-------------------------------- 
Harvest 66,192 612. 
Harvest 29,905 299. 
Harvest 128,733 226. 
Harvest 8,429 113. 
Harvest 

;%; 
79. 

Harvest 42. 
Harvest 4:062 36. 
Harvest 2,491 
Harvest 16,705 -;2: 
Harvest 2,281 -47. 
Harvest 13,067 -351. 

El--------------------------------- 
Harvest 162.835 
Harvest 39,094 z:;* 
Harvest 40,365 294: 
Harvest 14,829 170. 
Harvest 159. 
Harvest 80. 
Harvest 71. 



________-__-____________________________-- - - - -”- - - - -“- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -~-  

(Tab le  B -2  c o n t. ) 
W e igh ted  A v e r a g e  

R o a d e d / P roduct iv i ty  M a n a g e m e n t Ac res  P N V  P e r  Ac re  
R o a d L e e s  C lass  - m  In teLs i te  A v a i l a b L e  ($)  
R o a d e d  P R O D  l -2-1  < 5 5  te  F ina l  Harvest  1 .3 6 0  1 6 . 
R o a d e d  
R o a d e d  

- P R O D  2  ,5 5  4 0  F ina l  
P R O D  1 -2 -3  A L L  N S  ** F ina l  

-----------------------------------M a n a g t A m a  
R o a d e d  P R O D  1 -2  2 5 5  2 5 0  F ina l  
Road less  P R O D  1  2 5 5  2 5 0  F ina l  
Road less  P R O D  1  

g : 
< 5 0  Final .  

Road less  P R O D  2  ,1 2 0  F ina l  
Road less  P R O D  2  2 5 5  < 1 2 0  F ina l  

Harvest  ' i i65 -20  * 
Harvest  2 6 ,4 6 4  - 5 0 8 . 

E 3  -  _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ - _ - - - - - - - - - -  
Harvest  7 8 ,1 1 7  1 9 0 . 
Harvest  3 5 ,1 0 8  1 8 4 . 
Harvest  
Harvest  $ 2 ;: -9”: 
Harvest  2 1 7 5 2  -43.  

u 2  --  ___-_- - - -_ - - - - - - - -__- - - - - - - - -  
R o a d e d  R ipa r ian  A ll ,1 2 0  U n e v e n - a g e d  5 9 ,1 4 3  2 2 4 . 
R o a d L e s s  R ipa r ian  A ll. ,1 2 0  U n e v e n - a g e d  8 3 ,2 1 9  1 7 1 . 
.a  I. *a  *. *. a . a*  . . . . . . .a  . . . . . . . . . . . . .* *. .a  . . . . . . . . . . .* . . a . ., 

* A 4  a n d  A 6  M a n a g e m e n t A reas  a re  m o d e l e d  on ly  to  occur  o n  less  th a n  5 5  p e r c e n t s l ope  
a n d  p r o d u c tivity c lasses  1  a n d  2 . 

** N S  - n o n s to c k e d . . E 3  M a n a g e m e n t A rea  is m o d e L e d  to  on ly  occur  o n  g r e a te r  th a n  5 5  p e r c e n t s l ope  
a n d  p r o d u c tivity c lasses  1  a n d  2 . 
-- T h e  ana lys is  a reas  wi th in  M 2  M a n a g e m e n t A rea  a re  r ipar ian  areas .  T h e  a g e  c lass 
o f th e  tim b e r  is a s s u m e d  to  b e  g r e a te r  th a n  o r  e q u a l  to  1 2 0  years.  
___________________________________ l_ l__- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

A  br ief  s u m m a r y  fo l lows  o f th e  tim b e r  financ ia l  ana lys is  resul ts  fo r  M a n a g e m e n t 
A reas  A 4 , A 6 , C 4 , ~ 8 ~ 3 , E l, E 3 , a n d  M 2 . It s h o w s  P N V ’s a re  a L w a y s  n e g a t ive o n  
M a n a g e m e n t A reas  A 4  a n d  A 6  e x c e p t o n  r o a d e d , p r o d u c tivity c lass 1  wh i ch  occur  
o n  less  th a n  5 5  p e r c e n t s l ope  in  a g e  c lasses  g r e a te r  th a n  1 2 0  years.  

W h e r e  M a n a g e m e n t A rea  C 4  app l ies ,  th e  on ly  n e g a t ive P N V  occurs  o n  n o n s to c k e d  
ana lys is  a reas .  

P N V ’s o n  E l M a n a g e m e n t A rea  a re  genera l l y  pos i t ive e x c e p t o n  th e  ana lys is  a r e a  
g roup ings  wi th th e  fo l l ow ing  character ist ics:  

-product iv i ty  c lass 2 , g r e a te r  th a n  5 5  p e r c e n t s lope,  wi th a  cur rent  
a g e  less  th a n  4 0 , o r  

-product iv i ty  c lass 2 , less  5 5  p e r c e n t s lope,  less  th a n  4 0  years  o ld.  

In  th e  E l M a n a g e m e n t A reas  o n  p r o d u c tivity c lass 3 , th e  P N V ’s a re  a r o u n d  0  wi th 
th e  t rend to  b e c o m e  n e g a t ive as  th e  cur rent  a g e  o f th e  s tand  b e c o m e s  y o u n g e r . 
A s  wi th th e  n o n s to c k e d  s tands  in  C 4 , th e y  a p e  a l so  n e g a t ive in  M a n a g e m e n t A rea  
E l. 

O n  M a n a g e m e n t A rea  E 3 , th e  P N V  is neve r  n e g a t ive o n  th e  r o a d e d  ana lys is  a reas ,  
H o w e v e r , o n  ana lys is  a reas  in  p r o d u c tivity c lass 2 , hav i ng  a  cur rent  a g e  Less  
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than 120 years in currently roadless areas, the PNV 1s negatzve. On 
productivity class 1, on roadless areas where the current age is less than 50 
years, the PNV is generally around 0. 

PNV's by individual management intensity and analysis area are 1n the planning 
records. 

5. Designating and Scheduling 

The condltlon classes of exlstlng vegetation were used to schedule management 
actlvlties over time for the various benchmarks and alternatives. 

6. Monitoring 

Forest planning data provide a base from whxh changes can be measured and will 
also be used to monitor implementation activities. 

7. Plan Implementation Programs 

The data base provrdes biological and physrcal data that will help develop 
subsequent programs for Forest Plan Implementation. As more information is 
avallable, the data base will be updated and improved. 

B. SOURCES OF DATA 

Sources of existing Inventory data used in the analysis are: 

1. 

2. 

?: 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 
9. 

10. 

11. 

Forest Service Manual, Management Information Handbook (MIH 
1309.11) provides defmltxons for outputs, activities, 
effects and other Information. 
Forest Habitat Types of Northern Idaho and Eastern 
WashIngton, J. Daubenmlre, 1952, 1968. 
Landtypes - Forest Service, Region 1 GuidelInes. 
Clearwater National Forest Management Plan - Timber 
Compartment. Map, 1979. 
Clearwater National Forest Admlnlstrative Boundaries Maps, 
1980. 
Roadless Area Review and Evaluation (RARE II) Final 
Environmental Impact Statement, January 1979, USDA - 
Forest Servxe. 
Forest Servxe Manual, Range Analysis, Handbook 2009.21, 
Chapter II, Sections 260-263. 
Forest Inventory System. (FINSYS) 
Recreation Information Management System (RIM). 
Winter forage production estimates were formulated from 
unpublished studies from the Nez Perce NatIonal Forest, 
Clearwater Natlonal Forest. Idaho Panhandle National Forest, 
and Idaho Fish and Game Department. 
Economics. Stumpage value originated from bidder transactIon 
evidence for 1975 to 1980; price trends from Haynes and Adam, 
1980; other resource values (price trends) from 1980 RPA 
reports; costs developed by Forest personnel as documented in 
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Plannrng Records: Appendix (Economx Input), May 1982; economic 
impact analysis from IMPLAN I/O model, 1984. 

12. Background Paper: Fxsherles Resources Analysis of the Management 
Situ&Ion Clearwater NatIonal Forest by Al Espinosa, Forest 
Frsheries Biologist, 1984. 

III. THE FOREST PLANNING MODEL (INCLUDING FORPLAN) 

A. OVERVIEW 

The planning model consists of informational and analytx techniques combined 
to address planning questions and issues. The maJor analytic model is called 
FORPLAN. 

FORPLAN 1s a linear programing, computer model designed to analyze a set of 
possible management activities, practices, and resource outputs on specifx 
land areas. It selects .sn optxmal mix of outputs, practices and actlvlties 
capable of meeting various management constraints and goals (objective 
functions). 

The specrflc land areas,(analysis areas), were delineated by characteristics 
whxh have a uniform response to management activities, costs, and benefits. 
Management actxvities and practices were assigned to analysis areas according 
to their suitablllty. (See Part C of this section on page B-11.) Specific 
combinations of activities and outputs were assigned to analysis areas to 
represent various multiple use prescrlptlons called management prescriptions. 
Each of the 362 analysis areas has from 1 to 10 management prescriptzons. 

Resource outputs or production coefficients were developed for each combination 
of analysis area and management prescription. FORPLAN assigns management 
prescrlptlons to analysis areas whrch produce the goods and services that 
optimize the obJective function. 

Alternatives were generated by constraining management prescrlptlons available 
to analysis areas. by ConstraInIng the access to analysis areas for timber 
harvest in a particular decade, or by constraInIng the outputs from analysx 
areas 0~ groups of analysis areas. These constraints were deslgned to achieve 
the goals of an alternative. The conditions set by the constraints had to be 
satxsfied before the obJect.ive functxon was optlmlzed. The analysis of the 
benchmarks and alternatives utlllzed the same obJective of maximizing present 
net value. In other words, after meeting all constraints, FORPLAN designated 
the remarning opportunities to produce the most economic value. 

Appendix B was revised, updated, and expanded to address public comments and 
internal concerns from the Draft Envzonmental Impact Statement (DEIS). 

Changes made in Appendix B as a result of comments on the DEIS are: 

-Economic analysis of timber prescription has been added in Section II 
of Appendix B. 
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-Alternative K has been added. A description of Alternative K and 
constraints used in FOPPLAN are presented in Section VII. Results of 
Alternative K are provided in Section VIII, C. 

-A discussion on timber supply and demand based on A Report on Idaho's 
Timber Supply has been added in Section VIII, D. 

-Timber resource land suitability is discussed in Section VIII, D. 

-Timber prices and trends were revised in the FEIS. Section VIII, E, 
is a new section and provides a sensitivity analysis of changing 
prices and trends. 

-Non-interchangeable volume has been added to allowable sale quantity 
in all alternatives in the first decade. 

-Management prescriptions, C2S and ~6s. were combined to form a new 
management prescription, ~8s. 

-Modeling assumption and all costs of management were reviewed between 
the DEIS and FEIS. The major FORPLAN model changes are discussed and 
analyzed in Section VIII (E) of this Appendix. 

Although other changes were made as a result of public comments and internal 
concerns about the DEIS, those listed above are the ones affecting this 
Appendix. For a more extensive list of the changes made as a result of 
comments on the DEIS, see Chapters 1, 2, and 6 of the FEIS. 

B. ANALYSIS PROCESS AND ANALYTICAL TOOLS 

The analysis leading up to FORPLAN included designing management prescriptions 
(planning record: Management Prescriptions): assigning practices to 
prescriptions (planning record: Economic Input Information); developing 
management costs for each practice: and predicting resource outputs and 
benefits (planning record: Economic Input Information & Effects Data). 

Resource outputs predicted include timber yield, dispersed recreation, elk 
forage, range forage, sediment, and roads. 

Cost efficiency was considered by the interdisciplinary team while they were 
developing a realistic and flexible set of management prescriptions. 
Professional judgment played a major role. FORPLAN was later used to examine 
the comparative cost efficiencies of prescriptions. 

Analysis of yield coefficients resulted in changes in the following 
prescription practices: roading in riparian areas, road construction, road 
density, and timber management guidelines for reforestation, silvicultural 
systems, logging method and rotation age. The growth prognosis model was used 
to develop timber yield tables. Timber stands were categorized as existing 
(unmanaged) or regenerated (managed). (Wykoff and others, 1981) 

FORPLAN was utilized to provide the basis for optimal land designations and 
management prescription selection and scheduling for each analysis area. ThlS 
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process resulted in selection of the most cost-efficient management 
prescriptions and land designations that meet a given set of constraints and an 
objective function of maximizing present net value. 

A social impact assessment and the identification of baseline socioeconomic 
conditions were developed for the local area. In addition, an efficiency 
analysis was used to determine the benefits, costs, and trade-offs associated 
with varying levels of outputs. This analysis is detalled in SectIon IV. 

C. IDENTIFICATION OF ANALYSIS AREAS 

The rationale for delineating analysis areas follows: 

1. Level 1 Criteria 

The six Ranger Districts of the Forest are defined as Pierce (PIERCE), Palouse 
(PALOUSE), Canyon (CANYON), Kelly Creek (KELLY), Lochsa (LOCHSA), and Powell 
(POWELL) in the original eleven alternatives. 

The reasons for delineating by Districts are to meet administrative needs 
benefiting the Forest Plan implementation, to predict road costs and miles, and 
to predict sediment. 

2. Level 2 Criteria 

The current status of the Forest is defined as follows: Selway-Bitterroot 
Wilderness (WLNESS); Middle Fork-Lochsa Recreation River (W&SRVR); Lochsa 
Research Natural Area (RNA); nonforest, not capable, and unsuitable for 
regeneration (PROD-b); roaded (ROADED); and roadless (ROADLS). 

The reasons for delineation are legal and administrative constraints, 
identification of lands unavailable and unsuitable for timber production, road 
costs and miles, elk numbers from summer range, primitive and roaded natural 
recreation, and the prediction of sediment. 

3. Level 3 Criteria 

Available and suitable timberlands are defined for wildlife as follows: winter 
range (WINTER); and key and regular summer range (SUMMER). The reasons for 
delineation are to predict elk numbers from winter and summer range. 

4. Working Group Criteria 

AvaIlable and suitable timberlands are identified by the following vegetative 
habitat type groups: grand fir-cedar-hemlock/pachistima group (PROD-l), alpine 
fir/pachistima group (PROD-2). mountain hemlock/menziesia group (PROD-X), and 
riparian (RIPARIAN). 

The reason for delineation is to predict timber outputs over time. 

5. Land Class Criteria 

Available and suitable timberlands are further defined by slope classes: 
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Slope greater than 55 percent or breaklands (+55 percent); 
Slope less than 55 percent or nonbreaklands (-55 percent). 

The reasons for delineation are road miles and costs, logging costs, prediction 
of sediment, and prediction of primitive recreation. 

6. Condition Class Criteria 

Available and suitable timberland is defined by the existing condition: 
sawtimber (HR-SAW); immature sawtimber (I-SAW): poles (POLES); seedlings and 
saplings (SEDSAP); and nonstocked (NONSIX). 

The reason for this delineation is to predict timber outputs for a short time 
period. 

Originally eight condition classes were defined for FORPLAN. These were 
all-age; high risk sawtimber; overstory/understory; mature sawtimber; immature 
sawtimber; poles; seedlings and saplings; and nonstocked. However, this 
resulted in over 800 analysis areas when combined with level one through land 
class; thus the following criteria were defined to further group analysis 
areas. 

a. Condition classes all-age, high risk sawtimber, overstory/ 
understory, and mature sawtimber were grouped into one sawtimber 
condition class called HR-SAW. 

b. Analysis Areas less than 200 acres were grouped into larger 
analysis areas. This aggregation resulted in the changes as displayed 
in the following table: 

Table B-3. Analysis Area Classification Table 

# of Analysis Areas M Acres 

Suitable 346 1328.916 
Unsuitable & Not Capable 11 224.148 
Not Available 5 284.052 

Total 362 1837.116 
_-_-__-------------_____________________~~~~--~------------------~--~~~~~~~~~~~ 

The suitable acres m FORPLAN were less than the tentatively suitable acres. 
This was caused by the "not available" category in FORPLAN being defined 
differently than "Forest lands withdrawn from timber production." (See Table 
B-l.) In FORPLAN, analysis areas "not available" were defined as including the 
Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness, Lochsa Research Natural Area, and the Middle 
Fork-Lochsa Recreation River. Defining the recreation river as "not available" 
resulted in a decrease In the suitable land base. The recreation river was 
removed from the timber base, because timber harvest could not occur on a 
regulated basis as described in the standards and guidelines for the A7 
(Recreation River) Management Area. 
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The 362 analysxs areas and assigned prescriptxxs and entry times by 
prescrrptlon resulted =n a model over 50,000 columns costing an average of $400 
per FORPLAN run. Additional analysis areas would have resulted in a larger 
model that could easily cost over $1000 a run. For this reason the Forest did 
not stratify more than 362 analysis areas. 

Trade-offs between spatial issues versus resource use and productIon issues had 
to be made ln forming analysis areas. The spatxal issue of how each 
nventorled roadless area should be managed could have been better addressed by 
defxnng each Inventorled roadless area within the level 2 cnteria. However, 
assuming the number of analysis areas could not exceed 362, further grouping 
of level 3 through condltlon class became necessary. This resulted in less 
sensitivity for FORPLAN coefficients that address productlon xsues such as elk 
numbers, timber harvest, sediment, and logging costs. Doing this was 
considered unacceptable because of the rmportance of these issues. 

D. IDENTIFICATION OF PRESCRIPTIONS 

1. Overview 

The NFMA regulations define management prescriptions as "management practxes 
selected and scheduled for applications on a specific area to attain multiple 
use and other goals and obJectxves" (36 CFR 219.3). A management prescription 
1s a set of treatments or practxes to develop and/or protect a combination of 
resources on a psrtlcular landtype. 

2. Design of Management Prescriptions 

The ID team renewed the public issues and management concerns. Using 
professIons. Judgment, they consulted exrstlng policy, legrslative dIrection 
and research for guidance in developing multzple resource management 
prescrlptlons. This set of prescrlptlons portrays a broad range of management 
emphasis. lntenslties, management practxes, standards and guidelines. The 
management standards and guidelrnes needed to accomplish the goals of a 
prescription include the necessary mitigation and resource coordination 
measures that are required by ensting laws, regulations and policies. 

Completed prescriptions received full review, discussion, and revision as 
necessary by thaJ%s-T$? ID team evaluated each prescription against the 
following critern: \\ 

a. Does this prescrrpt~on adequately convey what the desned future 
condltlon will be of land managed under this prescription? 

b. Does the prescription provide the technical management direction 
needed by a land manager to achieve the stated future condltlon? 

C. Does the prescription provide the informatIon needed for developng 
costs and outputs for FORPLAN', 

d. Does the prescrlption address the planning Issues and concerns? 
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To fully explore appropriate, practical ways of managing the Forest for a 
variety of uses, the ID team developed a set of rules (that included economic 
and cost-efficiency considerations) to guide the assignment of management 
prescriptions to various parts of the Forest (referred to as "analysis area" in 
FORPLAN). Within the rules and limitations of the model, the team considered 
all management prescriptions appropriate for each of the analysis areas. The 
team based the assignment of management prescriptions on the land's inherent 
capability for resource production. 

Current management practices were described as prescriptions so that the 
current management program could be compared with a number of alternatives. In 
addition, a series of prescriptions designed to maximize production of each 
individual output was created. These "single-purpose" (a matter of emphasis 
since multiple uses still occur) prescriptions permit the analyst to study the 
feasibility of meeting the FiPA Program targets and to define the productive 
potential of the Forest. True multiple-use prescriptions are also used to 
address land use conflicts, issues, and concerns. 

Other prescriptions had to be created so that the relative efficiency of 
alternatives could be explored. "Efficient use" of Forest land may be achieved 
by: (1) managing some lands for several purposes simultaneously ("multiple 
use"), (2) managing some lands with a single output emphasis, and (3) leaving 
some lands in a minimal state of management. To find an efficient management 
pattern, these three prescriptions were an option for each landtype represented 
in the model. 

From this basic set of management prescriptions applied to the land, the team 
developed yield and cost-effect tables for use in modeling each prescription in 
FORPLAN. These prescriptions were used for the development of both benchmarks 
and alternatives. Screening was used to ensure the cost efficiency of the 
prescriptions. 

For example, if a summer range analysw area was suitable for timber production 
and also had potential for roadless recreation. a prescription for each of 
these uses would be assigned to the analysis area. Depending on the objective 
of the alternative being tested, the analysis area in this example could have 
been designated to either one of the two management prescriptions. 

Alternatives having similar outputs for some resources may differ because of 
various combinations of prescriptions and land designations. These differences 
are apparent when comparing the alternative maps. 

3. Purpose, Criteria and Assumptions for Prescriptions 

The prescriptions can be grouped into general categories by major resource 
element or application. The categories are timber, wildlife, fisheries, 
riparian, recreation, special areas, and custodial management. 

The purpose of specific prescriptions within each category is to portray a 
management activity presently being practiced by the Forest, to respond to a 
particular issue or group of issues, and to provide a range of management 
options that could be applied to various land areas. 
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Mathematical relationships exxsting between prescriptions were also examined. 
This information is useful in the explanation of trade-offs that occur when 
numerous prescriptions interact within individual alternatives. Planning 
records contain detailed information. 

a. Timber Prescriptions 

(1) Purpose 

The two prescriptions (El, E3) included in this group provide cost efficiency 
of timber management, i.e., least expensive and most effective ways to maximize 
timber yield. The prescriptions also recognize and provide other resource uses 
which don't conflict with each other. These other uses include mineral 
exploration, elk summer range management, domestic livestock grazing, visual 
resources, and roaded natural recreation. 

(2) Criteria and Assumptions 

-All lands tentatively identified as suitable for timber would be assigned as 
suitable. 

- A range of timber management intensities for existing and regenerating stands 
through the application of commercial and precommercial thinning, final harvest 
methods, and stand entry times would be provided. 

- Even-aged silvicultural systems would be applied. 

- Middle ground viewing areas as viewed from designated visual corridors would 
be managed for retention and modification. Background viewing area would be 
managed for modification and maximum modification. 

- Road densities would be maximized to the extent necessary to meet timber 
harvest obJectives but shall not exceed 16.7 miles per square mile in the first 
entry and 5.0 miles per square mile in later entries. 

- Roads would be closed as needed to provide 25 percent potential elk habitat. 

- Grazing would be provided when regeneration is established. 

- Minimum rotation ages would be defined by 95 percent of culmination of mean 
annual increment (CMAI) or 80 to 120 years. 

b. Recreation Prescriptions 

(1) Purpose 

Five prescriptions (A2, A3, Bl, B2, A7) were developed to manage unroaded and 
essentially unroaded and undeveloped areas for dispersed recreation in 
semiprlmitlve and wilderness settings. Except for wilderness they provide the 
management of resources compatible with dispersed and unroaded recreation 
including elk habitat, fisheries, grazing, and the classified Wild and Scenic 
River system in the Forest. 
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(2) Criteria and Assumptions 

- Wild and Scenic River prescription would be assigned only to the Middle 
Fork-Lochsa Recreation River Corridor. 

- Existing wilderness prescription would be assigned only to classified 
Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness. 

- Other prescriptions would be assigned to all inventoried roadless areas and 
Elk Creek Falls area. 

- Recommended wilderness prescription would be applied to all inventoried 
roadless areas. 

- All commercial tlmberland would be designated as unsuitable, i.e., 
unavailable for commercial timber management. 

- Retention visuals quality would be applied to all prescriptions except 
wilderness (which 1s preservation). 

c. Visual-Historic Corridor Prescriptions 

(1) Purpose 

Two prescriptions (A4, A6) were developed to manage the visual resource 
(specifically retention and partial retention) and certain historic values. 
The prescriptions provide compatible management of other resources including 
timber, wildlife, fisheries, and range management as well as dispersed 
recreation in semiprimitive recreational settings and roaded natural settings. 

(2) Criteria and Assumptions 

- Prescriptions would provide visual quality objective of retention or partial. 

- The visual corridor prescription would be assigned to all travel corridors 
(roads and trails) within areas suitable for timber management. 

- The visual-historic corridor prescription would be assigned to the Lo10 
Motorway, Lewis and Clark Trail, Lo10 Trail, and Nee-Me-Poo Trail. 

- Both prescriptions would be assigned to riparian areas also but would be 
managed for visual. riparian, and historic values where applicable. 

- Rotation age of timber would be extended to over 120 years. 

- Harvest schedules would be designed to maintain age class diversity. 

- Individual tree and small groups selection would be emphasized. 

- Needs would be evaluated regarding withdrawal of specific cultural sites 
within historic corridors; otherwise they would provide maximum protection of 
historic values. 
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d. Wildlife Prescriptions 

(1) Purpose 

SIX prescrlptlons (C3, C4, C2S. Cl, C2, ~8s) were developed to address the 
big-game issue, primarily elk habitat management, and to optimize elk on both 
writer and summer range. The prescrlptions provide compatible management of 
other resources including timber, range and recreational management within 
three of the prescriptions and only recreational management within two of the 
prescriptions. 

(2) Crlterla and Assumptions 

- Prescrxptions would follow directlon of the GuidelInes for Evaluating & 
Managing Summer Elk Habitat III North Idaho. -- --- 

- PrescriptIons would be assigned to key winter and summer range only. 

- On those areas incompatible with tlmber, elk habitat potential would be 
maintained at a 100 percent. 

- On key big-game summer range compatible with timber, elk habitat would be 
maintained 75 percent of its potentlal. 

- On key big-game winter range compatible with tlnber, elk habltat potential 
would be maintained at 50 percent. 

- Roads would be closed to motor vehicles if and when conflicts with big-game 
occur. 

- Natural regeneration III areas compatible with timber would be favored. 

- Winter browse stands would be rehabilitated when analysis determines forage 
production IS declining. 

- A minImum of 25 percent thermal cover would be provided. 

- Roads would be closed to motor vehicles on key summer range to provide 75 
percent of maximum elk use. 

e. Fisheries Prescriptions 

(1) Purpose 

The two fishery prescrlptlons (~6. ~6s) were developed to address the sensltlve 
issue of habitat management for westslope cutthroat trout and anadromous fxsh. 
One prescriptzon provides compatible management of other resources including 
timber, wlldllfe habitat, range, and dispersed recreation. The other 
prescriptlon provides compatible management of wildlife habitat, range, and 
dispersed recreation. 
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(2) Criteria and Assumptions 

- Prescriptions would be assigned to inventoried roadless areas only and within 
watershed drainages critical to westslope cutthroat trout and/or auadromous 
fishery. 

- Prescriptions would provide 100 percent of biological potential for westslope 
cutthroat trout streams under unroaded prescription. 

- They would provide 80 to 90 percent of biological potential for westslope 
cutthroat trout streams under roaded prescription. 

- They would maintain unroaded status and unsuitable for commercial timber 
production. 

- They would provide a minimum of 75 percent elk use on key summer range, and 
close roads where necessary to meet the minimum population. 

- A plan of transportation systems to achieve location, amount, and timing 
compatible with fish habitat and water quality would be implemented. 

f. Riparian Prescription 

(1) Purpose 

The riparian prescription (M2) was developed to manage timber, livestock 
grazing, and recreation within perennial stream corridors while protecting and 
enhancing fish and wildlife species associated with this type of habitat. Elk 
habitat and visual quality management are compatible where applicable. 

(2) Criteria and Assumptions 

- Prescription would be assigned to all riparian areas suitable and available 
for timber management. 

- Riparien vegetation would be maintained at 80 percent of natural levels for 
visual purposes. 

- It would manage timber at 150 to 180 year rotation levels to maintain needed 
old-growth components. At the sane time it would maintain a diversity of 
vegetation where needed. 

- Timber harvest openings would be small and irregularly spaced. 

- It would manage existing range allotments to achieve stable soil and stream 
banks. 

- It would avoid new road construction paralleled to streams except at 
crossings. 
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g- Minimun Level Prescriptions 

(1) Purpose 

Two prescriptions (M5, M6) were developed to provide a custodial or status quo 
maintenance level of management. in one case, for all suitable lands and, in 
another case, for all available, but unsuitable, nonforest, noncommercial and 
lauds that canuot be regenerated within five years. 

These prescriptions provide compatible management of basic soil, watershed and 
fire protection, and range, dispersed recreation, and wildlife habitat 
management where applicable. 

(2) Criteria and Assumptions 

- These prescriptions would provide a nix of uses on unsuitable tlmberlsnds 
that are compatible with adjacent management activities except timber 
management. 

- For suitable timberlands, they would malntaln the basic productivity of the 
land excluding management of timber and wildlife habitat. 

- They would classify all productive timberlands as unsuitable for timber 
management. 

h. Special Areas Prescriptions 

(1) Purpose 

Two prescriptions (A5, Ml) were developed to provide protection to 
administrative sites, industrial sites, developed campgrounds, and research 
natural areas. These prescriptions provide management to only those resources 
for which the areas were designated. 

(2) Criteria and Assumptions 

- Mineral withdrawal would be provided If conditions appear to conflict with 
the established use. 

- Areas would be protected from fire. 

- Research opportunities would be provided wlthin research natural areas. 

4. Use of Cost Efficiency in Developing Prescripticns 

Cost efficiency was considered in developing prescriptions in the following 
manner: 

Objectives, standards, and guidelines were established for each prescription by 
resource element. Given the objective of the prescnptlon, costs were 
estimated under each resource element to meet the standards or guidelines of 
that prescription. Costs of producing the outputs from implementing the 
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prescription were developed and compared to the bsnsflt values. Prescriptions 
were carried forward if they were cost efficient in achieving outputs. 

Three basic assumptions used in developing prescription costs were: 
- Costs experienced in implementing past practices would be a reasonable basis 
from which to predict future costs: 

- Funding for production of outputs would include only the necessary support 
fundlng; and 

- No great changes in future budget levels could be predicted, and any change 
experienced would be directly related to the timber outputs. 

5. List of Prescriptions 

For purposes of analysis the prescriptions were defined into three categories: 
1) prescriptions defined in FORPLAN, 2) prescriptions combined into one 
prescription and applzed in the model, and 3) prescrlptlons applied outside of 
FORPLAN. 

Prescrlptlons applied directly in the model are A7 (W&SRVR); Cl (SUMMER); C2 
(SUM-TM); c3 (WINTER); c4 (WTR-TM); El (TIMBER); E3 (TM-AER); Ml (RNA): M2 
(RIP-TM); ~5 (PROD-II); and M6 (MINLVL). Prescriptions combined for the purpose 
of estimating outputs in the model are Bl and B2 (WLNESS); A2, A3 and ~6 
(PRIM); A4 and A6 (VIS-TM); C2S and ~6s (SUM-75). Fmally, a prescription 
applied outside of the model was A5. 

Following are the prescrlptlons used in the analysis: 

A2 Prescription: 
Goal : Elk Creek Falls, special dispersed recreational area III the Palouse 
District, managed for nonmotorized use, primarily, hikxng, picnicking, and 
scemc viewing. 

A3 Prescription: 
Goal : Dispersed recreational areas occurring in large blocks of undeveloped 
land (or smaller areas contiguous to wilderness or other undeveloped lands) 
managed for a variety of dispersed recreation. Provides big-game summen range 
management and livestock grazing where compatible with recreational and visual 
values. 

A4 Prescription: 
Goal : Travel corridors along designated roads and trails. Maintains or 
enhances natural scenic qualities and dispersed recreation. Modifies big-game 
summer range and timber management to meet key values. 

A5 Prescription: 
Goal : These sites include Ranger stations, work centers, lookouts, one 
emergency airfield, and 33 developed recreational sites lncludlng campgrounds, 
picnic areas and visitor information sites (VIS). 

A6 Prescnptlon: 
Goal : Travel corridors along historic travel ways specifxally Lo10 Trail, 
Lewis and Clark Trail, Nee-Me-Poo Tral, and Lo10 Motorway. Maintain historlc 

B-20 



and scenic values. Modifies tzmber, range, and wlldlife management practices 
to malntaln key values. Provides VIS and dispersed recreation. 

A7 Prescription: 
Goal: Classified Middle Fork-Lochsa Recreation River Corridor managed for 
dispersed recreation, protection, and enhancement of the river environment, 
speclfxally water quality and visual resources. Provides big-game habitat and 
txmber management when compatible with the key values. 

Bl Prescription: Bl Prescription: 
Goal: Goal: Manages the Clearwater portion of the 1,337,910 acre Selway-Bitterroot Manages the Clearwater portion of the 1,337,910 acre Selway-Bitterroot 
Wilderness according to the Wilderness Act, Wilderness according to the Wilderness Act, i.e., protects wilderness values i.e., protects wilderness values 
and provides primitive recreation. and provides primitive recreation. 

B2 Prescrlptlon: 
Goal: Recommended wilderness. Protects wilderness characteristics. Two of 
the seven areas are contiguous to recommended wilderness on Idaho Panhandle 
NatIonal Forest (Mallard-Larkins) and Lo10 National Forest (Hoodoo). 

Cl Prescription: 
Goal: Key big-game summer range. Maintains optimum (100 percent) big-game 
(mostly elk) habitat conditions through vegetative manipulation where needed 
but without road construction. Provides livestock grazing where compatible 
with elk use and high quality dispersed recreation. 

C2 Prescription: 
Goal: Big-game summer range managed for 50 percent elk forage and security 
through modified timber and range management. Emphasizes road closures where 
needed. Provides dispersed recreation. 

C2S Prescrlptlon: 
Goal: Key big-game summer range managed for 75 percent elk (and moose In Elk 
Summit area) habltat and protectlon of the anxw.1~ in conJunction with timber 
management, livestock grazing, and dxpersed recreation. 

C3 Prescription: C3 Prescription: 
Goal: Goal: Big-game winter range located generally on steep breaklands on south Big-game winter range located generally on steep breaklands on south 
exposures supporting browse stands. exposures supporting browse stands. Critical soils. Critical soils. May be suitable also for May be suitable also for 
some dispersed recreation. some dispersed recreation. Occurs in conJunction with C4, Cl, ~6, and A3 Occurs in conJunction with C4, Cl, ~6, and A3 
lands. lands. 

C4 Prescriptlon: 
Goal: Big-game winter range located generally on steep breaklands on north 
aspects supporting mixtures of browse and trees. Manages browse and timber 
production. 

C6 Prescriptlon: 
Goal: Crltlcal watersheds with high fishery stream values. Potential unstable 
or erosive soils preclude road construction. Permits other resource management 
activities and uses when compatible with fishery stream values. Generally 
highly sultable for dispersed recreation. 
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c6s Prescription: 
Goal: Sensitive watersheds with high fishery stream values. Sensitive soils 
require special road construction and management practices in conjunction with 
modified timber management practices. Provides livestock grazing (where 
compatible with fish habitat protection) and dispersed recreation. Maintain 75 
percent elk habitat. 

C8S Prescription: 
(Between the DEIS and FEIS, this new prescription was added. It combines 
prescriptions C2S and ~6s to form a C~S prescription.) Key big-game summer 
range managed for 75 percent elk (and moose in applicable areas) habitat and 
sensitive watersheds with high fishery stream values. Sensitive soils require 
special road construction and management practices. Closes roads to protect 
wildlife in conjunction with timber management, livestock grazing, and 
dispersed recreation. 

El Prescription: 
Goal : Timber producing land managed for healthy timber stands to optimize 
potential timber growing. Timber production is cost effective and provides 
maximum protection of soil and water quality. Manages big game, primarily elk, 
through limited road closures. Provides dispersed recreation and livestock 
grazing if compatible with timber management goals. 

E3 Prescription: 
Goal: Timber producing land located on steep and/or unstable ground because of 
steep slopes, unsuitable for most other uses except some dispersed recreation. 
Manages timber using aerial harvest methods operating from roads on adjacent 
lands. Interspersed with El lands. 

Ml Prescription: 
Goal: One existing and nine areas proposed for research natural areas. 
Maintains natural and undeveloped state. 

M2 Prescription: 
Goal: Riparian areas located mostly along perennial streams. Management 
practices such as timber harvesting, grazing, and recreation are provided to 
the extent they protect and enhance riparian values (old-growth, aquatic 
ecosystems, water quality, and fishery and wildlife habitats). 

M5 (US) Prescription: 
Goal: Nonforest and low productive Forest lands not capable of producing crops 
of industrial wood and lands with apparent regeneration limitations. Provides 
management for soil and watershed protection. 

M6 Prescription: 
Goal: Forested land where most resource development is uneconomical or 
infeasible under current conditions. Maintains present condition with minimal 
investment levels. 

More detailed information on the management prescriptions, practices, standards 
and guidelines and the rules for their assignments to analysis areas is 
available for review at the Forest Supervisor's Office. Table B-4 on the 
following page shows comparisons of prescriptions to standards and guidelines. 
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E. DEVELOPMENT OF TIMEZR HARVEST OPTIONS - INTENSITIES 

Timber harvest options were developed for FORPLAN by considering the types of 
sxlvxultural treatments that are technologxally feasible with the application 
of current management practices. Yield tables were developed to predict yields 
for those sllvicultural treatment regimes utilizing the Growth Prognosis 
Model. Costs and revenues associated with these regimes were then developed. 

Initially, all analysx areas suitable for timber management had all the timber 
optxons avaIlable. The only restriction was a practxal limitation applxed to 
harvest entries. Commercial thins were allowed to occur from 50 to 90 years; 
flnal harvests could occur following substantial CMAI. Allowing the model this 
wide range of choices resulted in a very large model (i.e., over 170,000 
columns). 

The following criteria were defined to reduce the srze and to increase the 
efficiency of the model: 

1. Timber options other than final harvest which showed a negative present net 
value for all entry times were ellmlnated from consideration on a given 
analysis area. 

2. Commercial thins were reduced from 50 to 100 yearx to 50 to 70 years. This 
range was chosen because of higher present net values by allowing analysis 
areas to accumulated sufficient volume for a commercial thin. 

3. Flnal harvests had to occur within 80 years after the analysis area had 
reached 95 percent of CMAI. 

4. Only one timber intensity with the highest present net value was applied on 
analysis areas less than or equal to 300 acres. 

5. A final harvest could not occur earlier than 20 years following a 
commercial thin (i.e., harvest cycle 2). A second commercial thin could not 
occur earlier than 20 years following the fwst commercial thin (i.e., thinning 
cycle 2). 

6. For regenerated stands, commercial thins could only occur between 50 and 60 
years and final harvest between 70 and 100 years. The range in ages was due to 
FORPLAN limitations. The ages selected were based on a present net value 
analysis. 

The following 1s a list and explanation of the timber intensity options used in 
FORPLAN. 

FINALH = Regeneration harvesting only. This option provided no 
precommercial 01‘ commercial thinning. It provided only 
hazard reduction/site preparation and regeneration. 

PCTHIN = This option provided for a precommercial thin only and then a 
regeneration harvest along with hazard reduction/site preparation 
and regeneration. 
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COMTHN = Thxs option provided a commercial thrn only and then a 
regeneration harvest/site preparation and regeneration. 

PCT/CT = This option provided a precommerclal thin, a commercial thin, then a 
regeneration harvest/site preparation and regeneration. 

COMTH2 = This option provided two commercial thrns then a regeneration 
harvest/site preparation and regeneration. 

PCT2CT = This option provided a precommercial thin then two commercial 
thins and a regeneration harvest/site preparation and regeneration. 

Between the DEIS and FEIS. prescrlptxxs that were used very little In the 
development of the DEIS were combined or deleted. For example precommercial 
thinning was incorporated with the final harvest (FINALH) Intensity. 
Precommerclal thinning now occurs on 15 percent of the acres recelvlng this 
intensity. All other lntensxtles except commercial thinning (COMTHN) have been 
removed. These prescriptions were removed to allow the model to run more 
efflclently and give the opportunity to add more site specific criteria to help 
refine solutions and allocations. 

F. DEVELOPMENT OF YIELD COEFFICIENTS 

1. Overview 

This sectIon describes how the yields of each resource were calculated. For 
more information about yield calculations, see planning records, Effects Data. 

a. Timber 

Yield tables for the Integrated Forest Plan were developed by projecting txnber 
management Inventory stand data using the Growth Prognosis Model.* The 
Reglonal Office also developed a program by which groups of stands could be 
simulated, the summaries saved, and then weighted together to get a single 
yield table for that particular group. The advantage of thrs method over 
proJection of a single representative stand lies in the weighting procedure. 
Each stand has a weighting factor based on the samplmg procedure used xn the 
Timber Management Inventory. A welghted yield table utilizing individual stand 
proJections, specxes mix, tree diameter, and welghtlng factors results in a 
more accurate proJection for the Forest than a single representative stand 
proJectlo*. 

b. Recreation 

Three scheduled outputs were defined in the model for dispersed recreation. 
These were recreational use for primltlve and semlprlmltlve recreation; 
recreational use for roaded natural recreation; and the capacity for primitive 

* Wykoff, W.R., N.L. Crookston and A.R. Stage, 1981. Users' Guide to the 
Stand Prognos~.s Model. Review Draft 6/22/81. Intermounta~n Forest and 
Range Experiment Station, Ogden, Utah. 201~~. 
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and semiprimitive recreation. The first two outputs were from past trends in 
use and population growth and were not sensitive to land designation. ThlS 
analysis was completed outside of FORPLAN, because it is not dependent on the 
designs&Ions of other resource outputs. 

The capacity for primitive and semiprimitive recreation was an important output 
in the model and was sensitive to land designations on roadless areas. All 
nontimber prescriptions, except wilderness. applied on roadless areas produced 
this output. Timber prescriptions in roadless areas produced primitive and 
semiprimitive recreation until implemented. This output was compared to 
predicted recreational demand for primitive and semiprimitive recreation. 

Values were assigned by the following criteria: if capacity exceeded 
predicated use, only the use was assigned value; if use exceeded capacity, only 
the capacity was valued. Roaded natural recreation was assumed to have excess 
capacity in all alternatives. 

Wilderness and developed recreations were determined outside of FORPLAN. 

Between the DEIS and FEIS, the three scheduled outputs for recreation were 
removed from the model. During preparation of the DEIS it was found roaded 
natural recreation remained constant among alternatives, and semiprimitive 
recreation was modified extensively outside the model. As a result, these 
outputs served no purpose in the model, and the incorporation of other data in 
their place would provide a refined and more efficient model. 

The yields analyzed in FORPLAN were elk numbers on both winter and summer 
range. The purpose in analyzing both outputs was to determine which limited 
elk population. From the benchmark analysis it was found that winter range was 
the limiting factor in the early decades and summer range in the latter 
decades. Summer range became limiting as more of the roadless areas were 
accessed for timber production. 

Yield estimates on winter range varied by prescription and age with timber and 
burning prescriptions producing more elk than nontimber prescriptions. Elk 
winter range outputs were based on the philosophy that pounds of forage convert 
directly to carrying capacity expressed as elk/acre/decade. Calculations were 
from the following assumptions: 

1. Average daily forage requirement is about 7 pounds/day. 
2. Average number of days actually spent on winter range consuming 

browse IS 90 days. 
3. Average sustainable browse utilization is 65 percent use. 
4. Approximately 90 percent of the total elk herd winter on the mapped 

key winter range. (I.e., FOPPLAN outputs represents 90 percent 
of the actual total elk output on winter range.) 

Winter forage production estimates were formulated from unpublished studies 
from the Nezperce National Forest, Clearwater National Forest, Idaho Panhandle 
National Forest, and Idaho Fish and Game Department. 

~-26 



Yield estimates on summer range varied by prescrlptron and roaded vs roadless. 
Nontimber prescriptions applied to key summer range in roadless areas produced 
the most elk with timber prescriptions producing the least. Elk summer range 
outputs assumed the philosophy of open road densities: the higher the road 
densxty the fewer the elk. 

Between the DEIS and FEIS, elk numbers on summer range were removed from the 
FORPLAN model. The reason for this is that winter range was generally the 
limiting factor in the production of elk. 

d. Fisheries 

Fish numbers were estimated outside of FORPLAN. Potential estimates were made 
for both anadromous and resident fish. 

The effects upon fish populations from alternative development were predicted 
from sediment yields as determined by FORPLAN. The interface linkage used to 
integrate fisheries responses to sediment yield increases is the "revised 
version" of the Idaho Fish/Sediment Input Model (FISHSED) as developed by 
Stowell et al. (1984). The "key" parameters (variables) xn this assessment 
were : sediment production over natural rates, channel type, cobble 
embeddedness, and subsequently a reduction in fish density. 

Anadromous fish estimates were disaggregated between the DEIS and FEIS into 
steelhead trout smelts and chinook salmon smelts as a result of public 
comments. The smelt estimates were also reviewed and revised when necessary. 

e. Range 

Existing range was defined as a scheduled output In FORPLAN. The use estimate 
was based on assigned RPA targets by decade: thus the output was not dependent 
on the designation of other resource outputs. In estimating existing range use 
it was assumed that 9,788 AUM's are currently produced from permanent range 
(i.e., meadows), 5,960 AUM's from transitory range, and 720 AUM's from the 
Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness. 

Because the output was not dependent on the designation of other resource 
outputs, it was removed for the model between the DEIS and FEIS to make the 
model more efficient. 

Potential transitory range was estimated outslde of FORPLAN. It was calculated 
on the philosophy that timber cutting increases forage production which 
provides Animal Unit Months. For all alternatives potential range exceeds the 
proJected RPA targets. 

f. Sediment 

Sedzment loading above naturally occurring levels was defined as scheduled 
outputs in FORPLAN. The outputs were estimates of the combined potential 
sediment increases as a result of road construction and logging. The 
coeffxlents varied by Distrxt, roaded vs roadless, and percent slope. 
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Coefficients were derived using the computer program, WATBAL, with runs on 
designated "planning watersheds" representing each roaded and roadless portion 
of a district. WATBAL simulates the potential and probable effects of Forest 
practices (timber harvest, road development, and fire) on watershed systems 
with respect to stream flow and sediment yields. Various factors used in the 
watershed models within WATBAL were also used in the development of the FORPLAN 
coefficients. In FORPLAN, the only practices assumed to generate sediment were 
those that involved reading and/or timber management. Many assumptions were 
necessary since FORPLAN analysis areas had lumped landtypes of extremely 
variable erosion and sediment into very general land units. In addition. the 
analysis areas used in FORPLAN were not watershed-specific. 

Coefficients were developed independently for roads and timber harvesting, then 
were linearly added, from data consisting of the following (relative to each 
prescription): management regime; logging system (tractor, skyline, aerial): 
breaklands or nonbreaklands; and road densities. 

Another controlling variable used in coefficient development was the geologic 
subsectlon (granite, belt, border) determined by finding the weighted average 
geologic parent material from the WATBAL data files. These were eventually 
averaged by roaded vs. roadless within each District. 

More new roads would be built during the initial entry into an area than 
subsequent entries. This is due to the miles of road required to reach a 
particular harvest area. The sediment coefficients were adjusted to reflect 
this assumption. Initial entries into sawtimber analysis areas were assigned a 
higher coefficient than initial entries into younger analysis areas and later 
entries into all analysis areas. 

The current conditions of the watersheds within the roaded analysis areas 
included elevated sediment loads caused by preplanning management activities. 
As a result, more restrictive sediment constraints were applied in the first 
two decades on roaded areas. 

The sediment constraints were applied as water quality/fishery standards and 
were defined as follows: 

STANDARD DEFINITION 

No Effect No sustained, measurable adverse changes over time due 
to management-caused effects on turbidity, temperature, 
substrate composition. chemical quality; or physical 
loss or degradation of existing potential fish habitat 
potential. (For example, "threshold" levels of 
sediment should not be exceeded.) 

High Fishable Maximum short-term reduction of water quality that is 
still likely to maintain a fish habitat potential that 
support an excellent fishery relative to the stream 
system's natural potential, and that will provide the 
capability for essentially full habitat recovery over 
time. 
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STANDARD DEFINITION 

Quantitative description: Maximum short-term sediment 
loading that is not likely to cause more than a 20 
percent reduction from full biological potential of the 
habitat for the appropriate indxator species. 
Threshold levels of sedzment should not be exceeded for 
more than 10 out of 30 years. 

Moderate Fishable Maximum short-term reduction of water quality that is 
still likely to maintain a potential fish habitat that 
can support at least a moderate harvestable population 
relative to the stream system's natural potential, and 
that will provide the capabrlity for significant 
habitat recovery over time. 
Quantitative descrlptlon: Maximum short-term sediment 
loading that is not likely to cause more than a 30 
percent reduction from full biological potential of the 
habitat for the appropriate Indicator species. 
Threshold levels of sediment should not be exceeded for 
more than 10 out of 30 years. 

Low Fishable Maximum short-term reduction of water quality that is 
still likely to maintain a potential fish habitat that 
can support at least a minimal harvestable population 
relative to the stream's potential, and that will 
provide the capability for some significant habitat 
recovery over time. 
Quantitative description: Maximum short-term sediment 
loading that IS not likely to cause more than a 47 
percent reduction from full biological potential of the 
habitat for steelhead; or more than a 36 percent 
reduction from full blologxal potential of the habitat 
for cutthroat. Threshold levels of sediment should not 
be exceeded for more than 20 out of 30 years. 

Minimum Viable Maximum short-term reduction of water quality that is 
still likely to maintain a potential fzsh habltat that 
can support at least a viable fish population, and that 
will provide the capability for some signlfxant 
habitat recovery over time. 
Quantitative description: Maxmum short-term sediment 
loading that is not likely to cause more than a 66 
percent reduction from full biological potential of the 
habltat for steelhead, or more than 48 percent 
reductron from full biological potential of the habitat 
for cutthroat. Threshold levels of sediment should not 
be exceeded for more than 20 out of 30 years. 

B-29 



g. ROEV3.5 

Two scheduled outputs were defined in FORPLAN for roads. One was miles of 
construction and reconstruction for local roads, and the other was miles of 
arterial and collector roads. 

An attempt was made to define miles of arterial and collector roads by age, 
condition class. and breaklands vs nonbreaklands. This was unsuccessful, and 
miles were estimated outside of FORPLAN. Arterial and collector road miles can 
only be reasonably estimated on a contiguous geographic area (i.e., drainage). 
The spatial arrangement of the designation and scheduling is also necessary to 
make a reasonable estimate of this output. Drainages were not incorporated as 
part of the analysis area criteria because of the huge number of areas that 
would result. The estimates made in the model were considered unreasonable and 
were adjusted outside of the model. The miles were manually estimated by 
viewing a map of each alternative and then determining which roads were 
actually needed for development. 

New local road miles were predicted adequately by the model. The coefficients 
were placed in the model under the same assumptions as the sediment 
coefficients. (See sediment section.) Miles of reconstruction were under 
estimated by the model and were adjusted outside the model. 

Cost estimates were tied to the miles of road constructed. Arterial and 
collector road costs were placed in the model and then adjusted outside the 
model. Local road costs were estimated in the model, but they also were 
adjusted outside of the model to mirror the miles of local roads constructed 
and reconstructed. (See planning record documentation of computer program 
FOFPLAN-STAT for more information.) 

Between the DEIS and FEIS, the two scheduled outputs in FORPLAN were expanded 
to four scheduled outputs. The four outputs are: 1) aggregate local road 
miles, 2) aggregate arterial and collector road miles, 3) local road 
construction/reconstruction costs, and 4) arterial and collector road 
construction/reconstruction. This change was made to better model road costs. 

IV. COST-ElFFICIENCY AND NID. PUBLIC BENEFIT 

This section describes cost-efficiency criteria and explains how net public 
benefits are derived. This analysis is required by National Forest Management 
Act regulations (36 CFR 219) and plays an important part in the development, 
comparison, and selection of Forest planning alternatives. 

A. NEXPURLICBENEFITS 

The purpose of the Forest planning process is to provide goods and services in 
an environmentally sound manner so that the public receives the maximum net 
benefit. Net public benefit is the overall value to the nation of all outputs 
and positive effects (benefits), less all the associated Forest inputs and 
negative effects (costs) of producing priced and nonpriced outputs from 
National Forest lands (36 CFR 219.3). Many priced benefits and all financial 
costs of management can be measured in dollars. However, nonpriced benefits 
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and some effects cannot be fully valued in financial terms or measured 
quantitatively. These nonpriced benefits still must be considered when 
determining which plan alternative provides the highest net public benefits. 

Determination of net public benefit cannot be reduced to a single index. All 
of the information on benefits, costs and effects must be combined. Therefore, 
the decision on which alternative maximizes net public benefits is a subjective 
determination. 

B. PREsENTNErVALUE (PNV) 

PNV represents the dollar difference between the discounted value of all priced 
outputs and all Forest costs over the 150-year planning period. Two discount 
rates, 4 percent and 7 l/8 percent were used to represent the real cost of 
money over time. Priced outputs include those with market values (timber. 
range forage, and developed recreation) and those with assigned nonmarket 
prices (dispersed recreation, including wildlife and fish recreational values). 

Each benchmark and alternative was designed to achieve its goals and objectives 
by producing the greatest PNV. This was accomplished by giving FORPLAN the 
objective of maximizing PNV while meeting the specified constraint(s) of the 
benchmark or alternative. The PNV calculated in FORPLAN is modified by 
including benefits and costs not modeled in FORPLAN. These were costs and 
benefits which do not influence and are not significantly influenced by land 
designations and output schedullngs. The modified values were used to evaluate 
the benchmarks and alternatives. This section describes how the prices and 
costs were calculated. 

1. Priced Output Parameters Used in PlW 

a. Discounting 

One discount rate representing the real cost of money over time was used to run 
FORPLAN and to calculate the economic consequences of the benchmarks and 
alternatives. The 4 percent rate approximates the real return on long-range 
corporate investments, above the rate of inflation (Row and others, 1981). 
Inflation was not included in the discount rates, benefits, and costs due to 
the difficulty of estimating future inflation rates, and because inflation 
would equally affect both costs and pnces. 

The 4 percent rate was used to run FORPLAN in all cases except one (Minimum 
Level) and IS also the primary rate used to evaluate benchmarks and 
alternatives. The PNV of each alternative and benchmark was recalculated 
outside of FORPLAN at 7 l/8 percent for comparison purposes. All costs and 
benefits were discounted from the midpoint of the planning period. 

b. Real Dollar Adjustments 

All prices and costs are expressed in first quarter 1978 dollars. The Gross 
National Product (GNP) implicit price deflator index is used to inflate or 
deflate price and cost data to this common base (FSM 1971.3213). 
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2. Costs Used in PNV 

All agency costs were estimated for the 150-year planning period for all 
benchmarks and alternatives. This section discusses how costs were developed, 
the major expenditure categories, funding source, and the actual costs by 
resource. 

a. Cost Development Process 

Costs were developed by Forest personnel in conjunction with developing 
standards and guidelines for management prescriptions. Resource specialists 
estimated cost for every management activity specified in prescriptions. The 
costs were based on historical data and professional judgment. Managers also 
approximated the minimum funds needed to achieve the standards and guidelines 
in the prescriptions. Cost data were used In developing feasible and 
cost-efficient prescriptions. 

Costs dependent on land designations and timber harvest schedules were modeled 
in FORPLAN by entering them in the economic tables. By programing FORPLAN to 
maximize PNV. the cost-efficient level of agency expenditures for each 
designation was estimated for 150 years. Other costs which were not modeled in 
FORPLAN. were developed by the planning team to meet the objectives of each 
benchmark and alternative. The actual cost data are discussed later in this 
section. More detailed information on data sources and FORPLAN modeling 
procedures is in the Forest planning records. 

b. Cost Categories 

Costs were stratified into three classes: fixed Forest Service costs, variable 
Forest Service costs, and production costs (FSM 1971.52). 

Fixed costs are assumed to be constant for all alternatives and were calculated 
outside FORPLAN. Fixed costs did not contribute to the FOPPLAN objective that 
maximized PNV and did not affect land designations. These costs were added 
outside the model to the Forest costs, present value costs, and PNV. Fixed 
costs include general administration, long range planning and inventory, fire 
administration and operation construction, maintenance and replacement costs 
(exclusive of developed site facilities). Included in the fixed costs are 
costs for minimum management requirements, (MMR), which reflect the costs of 
activities necessary to meet legal requirements for insuring public safety, 
enwronmental protection, end limited safety for capital investments. The 
minimum management prescription includes only these costs. 

Variable costs were calculated in FORPLAN. These represent the costs of Forest 
Service management practices that vary in amount, timing, and response to 
different lsndtypes and management objectives. Variable costs include such 
items as road construction, timber sale preparation, habitat improvement, range 
improvement, reforestation, fuel management, and trail construction. Each 
prescription has a unique set of variable costs. Variable costs were developed 
for all Management Information Handbook (MIH) resource elements. The cost of 
all nonscheduled management practices (those practices for which scheduling was 
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not determined within the FORPLAN analysis) are expressed as the average cost 
per acre per year. Costs of scheduled practices are per unit of output. 

The only production costs are agency cooperator costs usually associated with 
logging. These costs were reflected in the output prices and were not directly 
treated as a cost. 

In most cases, expenditures were appropriated through the normal federal budget 
procedures. Two exceptions were In-kind payments and special collections. 
In-kind payments are road construction and reconstruction which are performed 
by timber purchasers. These are deducted from timber receipts. Special 
collections involve most of slash disposal, site preparation, and reforestation 
costs following timber harvest. These are financed through special collection 
brush disposal and Knudsen-Vandenburg (K-V) funds. 

c. Cost Increases 

None of the basic Forest Service unit costs are expected to increase above 
inflation over time. However, real cost trends (Adams and Haynes, 1979) are 
used for non-Forest Servxce production costs. 

d. Cost Data by Resource 

Costs were associated with the resources, timber, roads, range, recreation/ 
wlldlife and other. The category, "other costs," included Joint costs not 
based on any particular resource but included such items as fire protection and 
general administration. 

Calculating present net value by individual resource may be misleading because 
the costs included expenditures required to produce, enhance, or mitigate more 
than one resource. For example, slash disposal costs may contain a cost to 
mitigate visual quality. This cost would appear in the timber category. Thus, 
the costs by resource output do not always have a direct relationship with the 
benefits by resource. 

Recreation/Wildlife -- Five recreation/wildlife costs were calculated in 
FORPLAN. These are: 

-Wild and Scenic River management 
-Dispersed recreational management 
-Wilderness management 
-Big-game habitat management 
-Wilderness planning and Inventory. 

These costs were consldered variable because they affect land designations and 
scheduling of resource outputs, although the costs of Wild and Scenic River and 
wilderness management were held constant. for all alternatives and benchmarks. 
The costs were reported per planning period for each alternative and 
benchmark. In addition to these costs, the following activities were added to 
the total recreation/wildlife cost estimates: 

-Recreational planning and inventory 
-Cultural resource management 
-Vuwal resource planning and inventory 
-Developed recreational management 

B-33 



-Private recreational management 
-Threatened and endangered species habitat management 
-Stream inventories 
-Fish habitat restoration and improvement 
-Recreation or VIS site construction/rehabilitation. 

These costs do not vary by alternative and benchmark. They are considered 
fixed overhead, fixed capital investment or minimum level costs since they did 
not influence land designations or scheduling of resource outputs. These 
annual costs varied from .549 million dollars in decade one to .514 million 
dollars in decade four. 

Range -- The costs of administering and maintaining a range program were 
considered variable costs, and were calculated in FOPPLAN by use of the 
economic yield tables. These costs were reported by planning period for each 
alternative and benchmark. Range costs include: 

-Range planning and inventory 
-Range management 
-Range forage improvement 
-Range structural improvement. 

Because of the demand ceilings on ARM outputs, and the fact that these program 
levels can be achieved under most management levels, range costs varied very 
little between alternatives and benchmarks, ranging from .054 million dollars 
to .063 million dollars per year. 

Timber -- Most costs of timber management were considered variable and were 
calculated in FORPLAN. These costs include: 

-Silvicultural review and evaluation 
-Stand examination and prescription 
-Reforestation 
-Site preparation 
-Timber stand improvements 
-Timber sale preparation and administration. 

Timber costs were entered into FORPLAN by the use of economic yield tables 
which assigned costs to specific prescriptions. These costs were calculated 
for each alternative and benchmark per planning period. In addition to these 
activities, the fixed, minimum level, and overhead costs for the following 
practices were added to the total timber costs: 

-Timber planning and inventory 
-Firewood administration 
-Genetic tree improvement program. 

Those costs were calculated outside FOPPLAN and were assumed constant for all 
alternatives and benchmarks. These annual costs varied from .079 million 
dollars in decade one to .075 million dollars in decade four. 

Roads -- Roads costs were considered variable and were calculated in FORPLAN. 
These costs include: 

-Preconstruction and construction engineering 
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-Appropriated road construction 
-Timber purchaser road construction/reconstruction (purchaser credit) 
-Road maintenance. 

These costs were reported per planning period for each alternative and 
benchmark in FORPLAN. Adjustments were made to the local road construction 
miles needed per decade, necessitating adjustments to the engineering and 
maintenance costs and to purchaser road credits. FORPLAN schedules road 
construction miles directly proportional to acres of timber harvested. This 
results in an under estimation of the miles of road needed in the early 
decades, because roads are needed to connect the new harvest areas to the 
existing road system. The total miles of road needed to complete the 
transportation system for a given alternative remained as calculated by 
FORPLAN; however, some road miles were shifted from later to earlier decades 
outside the model. Associated variable costs were also brought forward. 

a -- "Other" or joint costs constitute the balance of activities required 
to produce, enhance, or mitigate the resource programs already descnbed. 
These costs are not separable among resource activities, but are necessary 
components of the Forest program. "Other" costs were calculated both in and 
outside FOPPLAN as fixed overhead, capital investment or minimum level costs. 
They include the following activities: 

-Water planning and inventory 
-Water uses 
-Water resource improvements 
-Minerals management 
-Human resource programs 
-Special uses 
-Land ownership 
-Lsndline maintenance 
-Rights-of-way 
-Land management planning 
-Soils management 
-Trail construction and maintenance 
-Facilities, administration, and operations (FA&O) construction and maint. 
-Fire prevention 
-Cooperative law enforcement 
-General administration. 

These costs vary little by alternative. They are considered fixed costs since 
they do not influence land designations or scheduling of resource programs. In 
decade one. these annual costs vary from 3.897 million dollars for Alternative 
A to 3.943 million dollars for Alternative I. 

3. Budget Costs 

Budget costs represent another cost approach and consist of the estimated 
appropriated costs of management for each alternative and benchmark. These 
costs were reported as annual averages for each of the 15 planning periods. 

Budget costs were stratified into the following categories: 
Appropriated road construction/reconstruction 

B-35 



Operation and maintenance costs 
Other capital investments. 

A fourth category, purchaser credit road costs, was added to show the cost of 
construction purchaser credit roads for timber harvests. This cost was not 
included in the total budget costs, but was added to the total agency cost 
estimates used to calculate PNV. 

Delineation of what activity costs were included in each category followed the 
guidelines dlscussed in FSM 1971.3213 (R-l, ID No. 6) and were adapted where 
applicable. 

Budget costs were calculated similarly to the method used to determine cost 
data by resource. Variable or allocation costs for each budget cost category 
were summarized from the FORPLAN economic reports by planning period for each 
alternative and benchmark. Fixed overhead, fixed capital investment, and 
minimum level costs for each budget cost category were then added to these 
summaries to determine the total categorical costs. The following is a summary 
of how each budget cost was determined. 

Appropriated m -- Appropriated roads are that portion of the total capital 
investment costs associated with the construction and reconstruction of 
arterial, collector, and local roads that are paid for with appropriated 
funds. The total miles of road needed to complete the transportation system 
for a given alternative are calculated by FOPPLAN but are adjusted for 
realistic timing outside the model. It was assumed that 86 percent of the 
arterial and collector and 17 percent of the local roads construction and 
reconstruction would be funded by Forest Service's appropriation for each 
alternative and benchmark. 

Purchaser Credit Road Costs -- The purchaser-incurred costs of constructing and 
reconstructing loxandminor collector roads required for timber harvest 
operations were included in the cost analysis to provide a true cost estimate 
of management activities. It is assumed that while these costs are 
purchaser-incurred, they do constitute direct government expenditures since 
timber revenues are paid to the purchaser for construction of these roads. 
They also constitute a portion of the allocation costs used in designation and 
scheduling within the FORPLAN linear program. Purchaser credit road costs were 
reported separately, because they do not constitute an appropriated fund 
required for implementation of any given alternative but are necessary to 
produce timber outputs. 

The total miles of road needed for timber harvest for each alternative and 
benchmark were calculated by FORPLAN and adjusted for timing. It was assumed 
that 14 percent of the arterial and collector and 83 percent of the local road 
construction and reconstruction for each alternative and benchmark would be 
funded with purchaser road credits. 

m Capital Investments -- Other capital investment costs included the 
portion of road construction costs funded by purchaser credits discussed above, 
as well as, capital expenditures associated with other resources. 
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The following are other capital investments that were calculated by FORPLAN and 
vary by benchmark and alternative: 

-Range forage improvements 
-Range structural improvements 
-Stand examinations 
-Reforestation 
-Site preparation - slash disposal 
-Timber stand improvements 
-Arterial and local preconstruction and construction engineering 
-Arterial road construction (purchaser credit) 
-Local road construction (purchaser credit) 
-Trail construction and maintenance. 

Overhead capital investments were fixed for all alternatives and benchmarks. 
These included the following activities: 

-Developed recreational management 
-Threatened and endangered species habitat management 
-Fish habitat restoration and improvement 
-Genetic tree improvement program 
-Fire administration and operation 
-Facilities, administration, and operation construction and maintenance 
-Land acquisition 
-Right-of-way acquisition. 

These costs were calculated outside FORPLAN and were constant for all 
alternatives and benchmarks. They varied from 1.306 million dollars in decade 
one to 1.294 million dollars in decade two and all subsequent decades. 

Operations & Maintenance Costs -- Operations and maintenance costs include 
activities required to keep capital assets at agreed levels of service and 
availability, and activities required for producing controllable outputs (FSM 
1971.32b. R-l ID No. 7). Operations and maintenance costs were calculated as a 
summation of periodic costs reported in the FORPLAN economics reports for each 
alternative and benchmark, and a fixed level of overhead costs calculated 
outside FORPLAN. This fixed level of costs varied very little by planning 
period and ranged from $4.487 to 4.815 million dollars annually. Operations 
and maintenance costs included in FORPLAN were derived from the following 
activities. 

-Wild and Scenic River management 
-Dispersed recreational management 
-Wilderness management 
-Deer and elk winter range management 
-Range planning and inventory 
-Range management 
-Timber sale preparation 
-Road maintenance. 

Fixed overhead operations and maintenance costs added to FORPLAN costs included 
the following activities: 

-Stream inventories -Minerals management 
-Firewood administration -Human resource programs 
-Water uses -Land ownership 
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-Water resource improvements 
-Rights-of-way 
-Land management planning 
-Transportation planning and inventory 
-Fire prevention 
-Search and rescue 
-Cultural resource management 
-Soil management 
-Developed recreational management (RSM) 
-Private recreational management 
-Recreational horse grazing permits 
-Free-use firewood admlnistratlon 
-Water resource admlnistratlon 
-Minerals management 
-Special use permits 
-Threatened and endangered species 

habitat malntensnce 

4. Benefits Used in PNV 

-LandlIne maintenance 
-Road maintenance (custodial) 
-Trail maintenance 
-Fire preventlon 
-Law enforcement 
-General adminxstration 
-Recreational planning and 

inventory 
-Visual resource planning and 

inventory 
-Timber planning and inventory 
-Water resource planning and 

inventory 
-Soils planning and inventory 
-Facllitles, administration, 

and operations maintenance 
-Soils management. 

All priced benefits were estimated for the 150-year period for all benchmarks 
and alternatives. Priced outputs Included those resources that are or could be 
exchanged II-I the marketplace including timber, range, and recreation (Including 
hunting and fxhlng). This section discusses the methods used to estimate 
current and future values. 

The prices used in the analysis reflect on site values for all resources, i.e., 
the value of the resource in the Forest. The values are consistent with cost 
estimates for activities which produce onslte resources. Benefits were 
classlfled as market values (timber, range, developed recreation) or nonmarket 
values (dispersed recreation). Gross receipts included actual dollar value 
received by the government and in-kind payments such as purchaser road 
credits. These receipts serve as a base for 2.5 percent fund payments to local 
governments. Finally, some of the benefits are fzed. These benefits are 
associated with the minxnum level benchmark and are the benefits associated 
with a minimum or custodial level of management. 

a. Timber Benefits 

Stumpage values represent both the benefit value to the taxpayer as well as the 
actual gross receipts to the United States Treasury. All txmber outputs from 
the Forest are expected to be consumed. 

ProjectIons of real increases in stumpage prices were made for the 1980 RPA 
program and are used III this analysis (Adams and Haynes, 1980). These 
projections are based, in turn, on separate projections of lumber prices and 
productIon costs (logging and manufacturing costs plus profit). Using the 
residual value formula, the relationship between these factors is: 

sv = LP - PC 
where: SV = stumpage value/mbf 

LP = lumber price log scale (end product value) 
PC = production costs 
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the permlttee. The receipt value 1s $2.06/AUM which is an average value for 
1980. 

The value of the range program associated with the Minimum Level Benchmark is 
the value of the current program until allotments expire. The value in other 
benchmarks and alternatives were calculated by applying appropriate prices to 
the lzvestock forage schedule in FORPLAN. 

c. Recreation/Wildlife Benefits 

The value assigned to recreation reflects potential dollar returns from 
recreation to the taxpayers even though most dollar values are not actually 
collected by the Forest. The value is the difference between the total value 
of a recreational experience to the recreationist and the cost of 
participating. The prices varied by type of experience and were expected to 
increase in the future. The values for the Forest are displayed in Table B-6. 

Recreation is prOJeCted to increase as the population in Idaho increases. 
Recreation visitor day (RVD) estxnates made for each setting represent a mix of 
actlvlties occurrIng In the same setting In the past. The values assigned to 
RVD's in a particular setting are applying a weighted average value based on 
the mix of activities in that setting. Currently recreatIona yield tables 
proJect outputs for four recreational settings: (1) roaded natural. (2) 
prlmltlve and semiprimitive nonwilderness, (3) wilderness and (4) developed. 
Values determined per RVD are: 55.17/RVD. 55.57/RVD, 59.23/RVD and 53.64/RVD 
respectively (big-game hunting is valued separately and has been excluded from 
these values). 

----------------___------------------------------------------------------------ 
Table B-6. Current and Future Prices for Recreation 

(1978 Dollars. $/recreation visitor day) 

1985 1995 2005 2015 2025+ 

Big-game Hunting 21.00 22.05 24.99 27.93 
Other Hunting 24.00 25.20 28.56 

;i*;; 
;Ez 

Wildllfe Viewing 29.00 30.45 34.51 43:50 
Fishj :ng 15.75 15.75 17.96 19:37 22.05 
Wilderness 8.00 8.00 9.12 9.84 11.20 
Other Dispersed 

Recreation 3.00 3.15 3.37 3.99 4.50 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Source: FSM 1970 R-l. 1981. 

Recreational capaczty coefficients are based on the acres of each recreational 
setting available. Demand or prOJeCted use will exceed capacity sometime 
during the planning period for all recreational settings except roaded 
natural. All alternatives meet the demand for thx type of recreation, and 
each RVD of projected use is valued (less big-game hunting). For the other 
three recreational settings, projected RVD's of use for each decade are valued 
(less big-game hunting) until capacity is reached and then the RVD capacxty is 
valued. 
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Currently FORPLAN contains scheduled outputs for big game produced on both 
winter and summer range. The numbers are based on habitat carrying capacity 
coeffxlents which vary by prescrlption. 

The method of determrning the recreatIona value of big-game hunting m each 
prescriptron was to determIne a ratlo of expected RVD's of big-game hunting per 
anxmal. Based on 1980 data of 13.500 big-game animals and 60.500 RVD's of 
big-game hunting, a ratio of 4.5 RVD's per annual at $25.49/RVD was assumed. 
This 1s a value (lncludmg prxe trends) that reflects real value Increases 
over time and 1s based only on the recreational value attributable to hunting 
big game. The total value for big-game hunting 1s equal to the 
value-per-hunting-RVD "times" 4.5 "times" the carrying capacity of the most 
restrlctlve bxg-game habltat (e.g., smaller of the summer or winter range). 

Receipts from developed recreation and special use programs result from fees 
pald at campgrounds and for special uses. Based on actual collections from 
1972 to 1981. fees were proJected to continue at $17,000 to $30,000 per year. 

Much of the recreatIona value 1s flxed, i.e., it is not a result of active 
management. 

d. Minerals Benefits 

Receipts from the mineral program are fees pald for prospecting, permit 
rentals, mInera leases, and royalties. The value is $85O/year in the first 
decade and 51200/year in later decades. 

e. Water Benefits 

Water was not asslgned a prxe in the analysis, because most of the increase in 
water productIon occurs during the spring runoff when no addItIona storage 
capacity exists. 

f. Anadromous Fishery Benefits 

The value of the anadromous fishery was derived from a summation of total 
recreational and commercial value which can be attributed to annual smelt 
productlon. In other words, this represents total on-site and off-site values 
associated with a speclfled level of fish reared in the Forest. Since there 
are only minimal sport catches of smelts ln the Forest, most of the value 1s 
represented by the commercial and sport catch of adult fish in the ocean and 
during their return migration (I.e., offslte values). This approach assumed 
that all downstream benefits are dependent upon the Forest providing sultable 
habitat for reproduction of fish; rf the habitat is not available, then the 
fishery would not exist. The recreatIona value used for anadromous fish was 
$58.50 per vxltor day, the commercial value used was $1.61 per pound. 

C. NONPRICED BENEFITS 

NonprIced benefits are benefits which do not have avaxlable market transaction 
evidence. There is no reasonable basx for maklng market value estimates which 
are comparable to priced output values. Nonprxed outputs are valued through 
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quantitative values other than financial terms or valued subjectively. 
Nonpriced benefits affect issues that are not directly addressed by the 
alternative PNV comparisons. More nonpriced benefits often result in reduced 
priced outputs (lower PNV). The major nonpriced benefits are listed below. 

1. Community Stability 

A nonpriced benefit of National Forest management is to maintain a viable 
economic base insuring trades and professions within dependent communities. 
The contribution to potential employment with respect to Forest resource 
outputs was not considered in present net value. 

Alternatives were evaluated by comparing the average annual changes in 
employment resulting from increases or decreases in Forest outputs. The 
comparisons were made to the base year (1980) employment in the regional area 
(Latah, Idaho, Lewis, Nez Perce, and Clearwater Counties in Idaho and Mineral 
County in Montana). The economy in this region has historically been 
resource-oriented. with a high proportion of employment dependent on Forest 
resource outputs. The Forest's contribution accounts for 3,038 Jobs, or 10 
percent of the total employment base. 

The effect of these changes was evaluated with respect to economic stability, 
or "rapid change." As defined, rapid change in the regional area would be 
disrupted if increases or decreases in Forest resource outputs created a 15 
percent or greater change in potential employment, income, and job distribution 
within a lo-year period. (See Section V-G for a further discussion.) 

2. Threatened and Endangered Species 

The importance of maintaining or enhancing suitable habitat for threatened and 
endangered (T & E) species was considered equally in all alternatives. T&E 
species managed in the Forest are the gray wolf, bald eagle, and grizzly bear. 
The value of the T & E species management was not included in PNV. 

Differences in the degree of resource management needed to protect T & E 
habitat were used to compare alternatives. As stated, each alternative 
provides for the management of T & E species habitat, but those alternatives 
which propose the greatest level of development will require more intense 
management to reduce conflicts among competing land uses. This is especially 
apparent with respect to road closures after timber harvesting to reduce the 
effects of human intrusion. Alternatives which limit development should not 
require an intense level of coordination. To evaluate this relationship among 
alternatives, the amount of development in inventoried roadless areas was 
analyzed. The present inventory of these roadless areas is 950,311 acres 
excluding wilderness. 

3. Cultural Resources 

Protection of known historic and prehistoric cultural areas and the evaluation 
and protection of undiscovered sites are addressed equally under all 
alternatives. The value of these sites is not included in PNV. Those 
alternatives which have the greatest level of land-disturbing activities (i.e., 
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timber harvest) will lead to the earliest analysis of cultural resource sites 
in the nonclassified portion of the Forest. (Cultural inventory in classified 
areas is performed in response to specific requests and is not affected by any 
alternatives.) 

4. Dispersed Recreation 

The value of dispersed recreation has been accounted for in the determination 
of PNV for each alternative. However, quality variations sigrnficantly above 
or below average were not considered in PNV calculations: for example, PNV 
values are based on average quality assumptions. 

Total potential dispersed recreation for all alternatives exceeds projected 
demand. This is due to an increase in roaded recreation resulting from more 
roads. In each alternative, semiprimitive recreation decreases as fewer areas 
remain unroaded. The quality of this recreation (outside the wilderness) will 
decline, as the potential for overuse of the remaining roadless areas 
increases. The change in semiprimitive recreation for each alternative could 
affect wilderness use and cause a decrease in the opportunity to experience 
solitude. 

Areas designated to roadless nonclassified prescriptions were used to evaluate 
the quality of semiprimitive recreation. Inventories show that approximately 
1.209.476 acres or 66 percent of the Forest provides semiprimitive recreation. 

5. Wildlife Habitat 

The value of big-game (elk) habitat, as it relates to the number of recreation 
visitor days, has been accounted for in PNV, but the effect on big-game habitat 
of timber harvesting has not been addressed in this value. 

Timber harvest on elk summer range habitat will utilize the Guidelines for 
Evaluating & Managing Summer Elk Habitat in North Idaho for all alternatives, 
but the degree of habitat utilization will vary by alternative. Managing for 
optimum elk habitat and managing for timber create potential conflicts between 
these resources. Those alternatives which harvest more area have the greatest 
potential for conflict. As more area becomes accessed for timber harvest, the 
probability of conflict increases. While conflict can also occur in unroaded 
areas, the chances are greatly reduced. 

6. Visual Quality 

The value of providing visual quality in sensitive areas is not included in 
PNV. Decreases in PNV occur when timber harvest is spatially constrained by 
txme periods and cutting practices to achieve sn assigned visual quality 
objective (VQO) of retention or partial retention. These changes are addressed 
as a reduction in PNV. The goals differ by how much emphasis is placed on 
achieving the VQO's. The current inventory identifies approximately 154,900 
acres as retention or partial retention. All wildernesses have a preservation 
V&O. 
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7. Anadromous Fisheries 

The value of anadromous fisheries potential habitat, as it relates to 
recreatIona and commercial opportunities, has been included in PNV. The 
maintenance of habitat to provide a harvestable surplus of fish was not 
considered in this value. Alternatives were evaluated by considering to what 
degree they provide potential habltat to produce a harvestable surplus of 
steelhead and chinook smelts in the Lochsa and Clearwater River drainages. 

At present, the Forest is maintaining 80 percent of the potential biological 
habitat in the two major drainages. All alternatives maintain potential 
habitat above minimum viable levels. 

8. Old-Growth Dependent Species 

The importance of maintaining adequate habitat for old-growth dependent species 
was treated equally in all alternatives as a minimum management requirement. 
Every alternative was modeled to insure that at least 5 percent of each 
watershed would remain in old growth, and that old-growth habitat would be 
maintained on 10 percent of the land base Forestwide. The value of old-growth 
habitat is not included in PNV, although decreases in PNV occur when timber 
harvest I.S spatially constrained by time periods to achieve old-growth habitat. 

Conflicts from timber harvest on adjacent land may result in more intense 
levels of resource management to maintain suitable old-growth habitat. 
Alternatives which provide levels of old-growth habitat exceeding ten percent 
will have a greater probability of reducing these conflxts. Each alternative 
was evaluated on the basis of how much old-growth habitat will be maintained 
Forestwide. 

9. Special Areas 

Establishing Research Natural Areas (RNA's) serves to expand the knowledge of 
unusual biological, geological, or animal features and provides ecological 
benchmarks. The value of these areas are not included in the PNV calculation. 
Existing RNA acres total 1,281. 

V. SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC IMPACT ANALYSIS 

A. OVERVIEW 

Social and economic impact analysis estimates the relationship of Forest 
activities to people. Short-term impacts are of primary concern with 
consideration given to long-term effects (over 10 years). 

Forest related economic impacts on employment, income, and state and local 
government revenues are directly related to the social well-being of people in 
the impact area. Additionally, the population's lifestyles, attitudes, 
beliefs, values, and social organization are linked to Forest management 
activities. 
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B. IMPACT ANALYSIS ARE3 

The Forest's impact area was defmed as the multi-county area receiving at 
least three-fourths of the resource flows from the Forest (Ceperley, 1979). 
Resource flows are defned as the movement of Forest goods and services to 
consumers. 

The selected area was assumed to contain most of the economic and social 
Impacts related to the Forest's actlntles. It Includes Mineral County, 
Montana and the Idaho countres of Clearwater, Idaho, Nez Perce, Latah and 
Levns. This SIX county Impact area is based on economic nfluences and is 
assumed to Include most of the area wIthIn which soc~11 and economx effects 
would occur. Table B-7 shows the percent of resource flows to this "prxnary 
Impact area." 

Table B-8 shows estimated resource flow percentages for the larger areas 
initially considered, and Table B-9 describes the resources considered. 

_-----___----__-----____________________~~~~~~~~~~~~~-~~~~~~~~~~~~---~~~--~~~-- 
Table B-7. Percent Resource Flows to the Primary Impact Area 
_-----___-__-__----_____________________~~~---~~~~----~~~----~~~~-~~~~-~~~~~~~~ 

(Clearwater, Idaho, Nez Perce, Lens, Latah, Mineral (MT) Counties) 

Resource Flows Resource 

2: 
Land Area 

76; 
Txnber 
Flrewood Permittees 

38+% Dispersed Recreation 
35+% Wilderness Use 
84% Minerals 

100% Human Resources 
99% Grazmg 

----___--_____-_________________________--------------------------------------- 
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________________________________________-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Table B-8 ResO”Pce Flows to counties a5 a Percent Of Total Clearwater NP oUtpUt (P Y 1987, 

u I MONTANA I 
COUNTIES I COUNTIES I 

R.SO”PEB Cl.4 Idaho riez Peree Le”16 l.ataA Eienewetl Shoshone OtherI missoula Mineral OtherI WaShlngtm Oregon Other/ 

I I 
land Area 44 48 0 0 5 1 2 0 1 0 0 01 0 0 0 

I I 
Commercial I I 
Timber 31 22 l * 15 7 0 0 1 10 8 6 I cl 1 0 

I I 
Firewood 11 3 5 7 49 l * 10 1 1 1 1 I 12 0 0 

I I 
Recreation-General I I 
Dispersed .---.--------3*--------------------- 6 l * 11 1 10 I 6 35 

I I 
Wilderness I I 
use --------_____ 19-------------------- 16 I l 10 1 19 I 36 

I I 
mlnernls 64 16 0 4 0 0 0 4 1 0 0 01 8 4 

I I 
H”m.” I I 
R.SOUPEBB 82 9 0 9 0 0 0 0 I 0 0 01 0 0 0 

I I 
Gra.i”g 0 11 4 9 75 0 0 oi 0 0 oi 010 0 



Table B-9. Source of Resource Data Considered 
ln the "Primary Impact Area" Analysis 

-____--_____-_____--____________________--------------------------------------- 
Resource 

Land Area 

Commercial 
Timber 

FIrewood 

Dispersed 
Recreation 

Wilderness 

Minerals 

Human 
Resources 

Grazing 

Data Source 

Land Area of Clearwater NF as of September 30, 1979. 
Source: John Underwood 

Report of uncut volume under contract as of September 30, 1979 
by location of mill to which timber is hauled. 
Source: Annual report of uncut volume, SO, & District 
Resource Clerks. 

Addresses of free use pernlttees - F.Y. 1979. 
Source: Dxtrict Resource Clerks. 

Recreation based on Recreation Information Management 
(RIM) reports for F.Y. 1979. 
Source: County dlstrlbution based on estimates and studies 
by District personnel (includes hunting and fishing). 

Wilderness use based on RIM reports for F.Y. 1979. 
Source: County distribution based on estxmates and studies 
by District personnel. 

Residences of those filing "notices of intent to mine" 
during F.Y. 1979. 
Source: District personnel 

Residences of enrollees in Clearwater NF Human Resource 
Programs (YACC, YCC, YOC, SCSEP). 
Source: Directors of Programs 

Residences of holders of grazing permlts on September 30, 
1979 f 
Source: District personnel 

c. ECONOMIC IMPACT MODEL 

An input-output model (IMPLAN) was used to estimate the employment and income 
impacts of Forest outputs and activltles. Direct, indxect, Induced, and total 
impacts were calculated. 

Economic Input-output (I-O) analysis 1s a procedure for describing the 
structural interdependencles of a regional economy or impact area and serves as 
a short-term predictive model for evaluating the impacts of shifts in Forest 
outputs and actlwties. 

I-O analysis is based upon the interdependence of production and consumption 
sectors in the Impact area. Industries must purchase inputs from other 
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Industries, as well as prxmary sources like natural resources, for "se in the 
productIon of outputs which are sold either to other industries or to 
consumers. 

Flows of lndustrnl Inputs can be traced via the I-O accounts to show lnkage 
among the industries in the economy. The accounts are also transformed into a 
set of simultaneous equations that permrt the predrctlon of economx effects 
resulting from changes rn Forest outputs and actlvltves. 

I-O analysis 1s based on assumptions that limit the accuracy of projections. 
Therefore, the numbers presented are more useful as relative lndxators rather 
than absolute proJectIons. 

1. IMPLAN Data Base 

The I-O model data base consrsts of (1) a national level technology matrix and 
(2) a county-by-county file of estimated activity levels for total gross 
output. SLX components of flnal demand, three components of flnal payments and 
employment for 466 industrxJ/buslness sectors. (See USDA Forest Servrce, 
1983, for more information on the I-O model.) 

The national technology matrix is based on a 1972 Commerce Department I-O model 
converted to an Industry by industry basis and updated to 1977 (Clapper and 
others, 1974). The county level informatlon 1s based on a 1977 data set 
constructed by Engneering Economxs Assocxates of Berkeley, Callfornxa. 

U'cllning the natlonal technology matrix and the regional control totals for 
the local impact area. a data reduction method was used to develop a regional 
input-output table. The method used the property of "openness" displayed by 
regIona economws compared with the national economy (Richardson, 1972). 

Smaller regional economics exhibit much greater tendencies or are more open to 
import and export than is observed at the national level. Based on the 
assumption that trade balances are the prlnclpal difference between national 
and regional purchase patterns, the supply-demand pool technique for data 
reduction was adopted (Schaffer and Chu, 1969). 

2. Final Demand Expenditures 

The I-O model translates Forest outputs and actlvltxes Into employment and 
income impacts. An intermediate step is the translation of outputs rnto final 
demand dollars. Final demand expenditures are different from the values used 
in the efficiency analysis and represent the dollars spent by consumers for the 
fnlshed products derived from Forest outputs. For n%xnce, timber is 
processed xnto lumber which has a sale value at the mill. Assuming that most 
1s sold outslde the impact area, sale value represents the amount of new money 
that will be directly generated to the local impact area. The effxiency 
analysis examxnes only stumpage or the market value of the raw material that 
leaves the Forest. 

This modeling step is accomplished by applying a final demand expenditure per 
unit of output to total outputs and linking the resulting dollar amount to the 
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sectors in whxh the direct expenditure takes place. This process determnes 
the change that takes place in the existing economy. Expenditure informatlon 
1s contaxned =n the planning records. 

3. Profile of Six-County Area - 1977 

DIsplayed III Table B-10 are IMPLAN labels whxh provide an economic profile of 
the six-county area consxtrng of Clearwater, Idaho, Nez Perce, Latah, and 
Lewis Countles in Idaho and Mineral County m Montana. 

Table B-10. Current Situation of Employment by Sector 
--------------_---------------------------------------------------------------- 

: 

;: 

;: 

z;: 
136 
139 
142 
165 
420 
432 
434 
441 
442 
447 
458 
466 

Total - Misc. Agriculture 
Meat Animals. Misc. Love 
Total - Metal Mxnng 
Total - MISC. Mlnng 
New Construction 
Maintenance and Repax 
Total - MISC. Manufacturng 
Total - Food and Klndred 
Total - Logging and Sawn11 
Total - Other Wood Products 
Veneer and Plywood 
Paperboard Mills 
Total - Trans Comm Util 
Total - Wholesale and Retall 
Total - FM Insurance & Real Est. 
Hotels and Lodging Places 
Total - Misc. Services 
Eating and Drinking Places 
Total - Gov't. Enterprise 
Scrap, Used, and Secondhand 

Emp. Comp Total Gross Employment 
(MM$) Output(MM$) (# of Jobs) 

11.3 
0.7 
0.1 

ii:: 
4.3 

20.8 
4.6 

98.9 

i:; 
9.6 

25.5 
56.0 
11.2 

3;:: 
12.2 

7.3 
0.0 

160.8 
24.2 

;:; 
25.2 

6::; 

1930 
159 

10 

25.9 
537.2 

4::: 
41.9 
78.6 

129.3 
107.3 

8::; 
37.6 
23.1 

1.1 

8% 
275 

1230 
327 

5676 
231 
526 
GPIi 

1518 
5925 
1049 

354 
3997 
1995 

491 
0 

--------------__________________________--------------------------------------- 
Table B-11. Employment by Aggregate Sector 

Employment % Employment 
Aggregate Compensation Employment of Six-Counties 

Sector (MM$) (Number of Jobs) Total 

Agriculture 12.0 2089 8 
Wood Products 119.3 6926 26 
Trade 56.0 5925 22 
Service 59.0 27 
Others g 17 
Total 27057 100 
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Of the 27,057 total jobs, 75 percent occur in the wood products, trade, and 
service aggregate sectors. This represents 20,246 Jobs. The wood products 
aggregate sector represents approximately 37 percent of total employment 
compensation in the six-county area. 

D. BASE YEAFi EWLOYMENT AND INCOME INFORMATION 

Forest outputs for 1980 were identified and analyzed with the I-O model to 
provide a base situation from which employment and income changes could be 
measured. Table B-12 contains 1980 outputs levels, employment and income 
amounts associated with 1980 outputs, and the response coeffxients per "nit of 
output. Table B-13 shows employment and ncome for alternatives and 
benchmarks. 

Table B-14 portrays the employment, by economic sector, for the six-county area 
m 1977 and the employment attributable to each alternative. This table 
provides the following informatlon: 

- The first column shows the number of jobs that each sector 
provided in 1977. The column also displays the total number of 
jobs provided in each of three aggregate sectors: wood products, 
trade and services, and other. The total number of Jobs 
attributable to the Clearwater in all sectors (1980 base) and the 
total number of Jobs in the sxx-county area is also shown. 

- The remaining columns display the number of jobs by sector and 
alternative, and the total number of jobs which can be attributed 
to management of the Clearwater National Forest. These columns 
also display the total number of jobs by the aggregate sectors. 

A summary of this information along with additIona InformatIon on the economic 
rmpacts of each alternative on the six-county area can be found in Chapter II 
of the EIS. 
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________---_______--____________________------------------------------------------------------- 
Table B-12. Clearwater National Forest Outputs and Unit Coefficients - 1980 
---________-----L_______________________---~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~--~~~--~~ 

Employment Income 
1 

1980 Direct Total Job:, M$I. Direct Total 
Output Units ProductIon Jobs Jobs Unst M$ M5 Unit 

Softwood SawtImber 

Picknicking 

Camping 

Downhill Skiing 

Water-Based Recreation 

Dispersed Nonmotorized 
Recreation 

Dispersed Motorized 
Recreation 

Big-Game Hunting 

Small-Game Hunting 

Nongame Wildlife 

Flshmg 

Livestock 

Common Minerals 

Forest Operations 
Maintenance and 
Capital Investment 

Forest Salarles 

MMBF 

MRVD 

MRVD 

MRVD 

MRVD 

MRVD 222.8 144 227 l.O/MRVD 1243 

MRVD 

MRVD 

MRVD 

MRVD 

MRVD 

MAUM 

MTON 

MM$ 

MM% 

155.0 701 

55.2 22 

123.4 49 

13.9 37 

27.5 8 

1807 ll.T/MMBF 1.2486 

34 .6/MRVD 237 

77 .~/MRVD 529 

58 4.1/MRVD 306 

12 .4/MRVD 72 

345.2 233 367 l.l/MRVD 1875 

54.6 47 74 1.4/MRVD 552 

12.0 5 7 .~/MRVD 50 

11.8 8 13 l.l/MRVD 50 

57.4 16 25 .4/MRVD 149 

16.4 2 12 .7/MAUM 60 

311 6 12 .04/MTON 400 

9.427 

4.775 

88 

94 

149 

153 

15.8/r@!% 1255 

32.1/MM$ 1583 

42739 $276/MMBF 

464 $ 8/MRVD 

1038 $ 8/MRVD 

673 $ 48IMRVD 

151 $ 6/iwv~ 

2744 $ 12/MRVD 

4292 $ 12/MRVD 

1044 $ 19/MRVD 

96 $ ~/MRVD 

129 $ l l/MRVD 

310 $ 5/MRVD 

284 $ 17/MAUM 

502 $ 2/IfTON 

2328 $247/MM$ 

2655 $556/MM$ 
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Table B-13. Forest-Related Employment and Income 
for Alternatives and Benchmarks 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
Jobs Income (M$) 

AlternatIves Decade 1 Decade 5 Decade 1 Decade 5 

A (cd) 
B 
C 
D 
E 
El 
F 
G 
H 
I 
J 

K (Pa) 

Benchmarks 
MO5 
PR2 
PO3 
PC4 
PM4 
PN3 
PPl 
PS2 (Max. PNV) 
MU1 
MWl 
MIN (Min. Level) 
EL2 
TIM 
WL2 
AA5 

9573 
5950 
2725 
6164 
5313 
5022 

9026 
11074 

96% 
9777 
9842 

6890 
5014 

~;~~ 
895 

3454 

$1:: 
3462 

9279 
go01 

gi; 

?;:z 
4425 
9086 
5178 
6508 

207303 
125803 

50585 
130558 
110863 
104105 
101096 
104076 
101413 
102385 

11298 
68039 

114204 

'62% 

Base 1980 l 3038 59629 

Base year data 
1977 ** 27057 604898 

3383 
3923 

;:z: 
3132 
2979 

;:z 
2897 
2638 
3340 
3395 

6498 
7491 
7218 
6373 
5992 

13292 
6007 

;;z; 
5064 
6378 
7475 

66540 , 
79102 
75565 
W+98 
60627 

i%~ 
69454 
55216 

116;;:; 
67082 

128963 
152620 
146113 
126033 
117063 
287722 
117407 
135243 
106168 

94527 
1261og 
152916 

188428 
235566 
202839 
205583 
207100 
194381 
187594 
188928 
187304 
188092 

21685 
80170 

189 lgo 
100654 
130126 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

l Forest-related direct, indlrect and induced employment and income for the 
base year 1980. 

l * Total employment and income for the selected impact area. 
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Table B-14 Employment Summary 

I 
I Employment by sector I” N”“lber Of Jobs Average Annual Decade I 

1 1911 6-county( AlternatIves 
I Employ TotallA IB I c I D 1 E I El I F I G l ” I I I .I I K (pa) 
I I I I I I I I I I I I I 

5676 
231 
526 
493 

6926 

5925 
1049 

354 
3997 
1995 

13320 

6811 

3038 

27057 

I i i i i i I I I i i I 
I I 

I I 
I I I I I 

I I I I I I I 
I I I 
I I I 

I 6471 8111 7661 6331 5681 5141 5761 6881 5011 4251 6331 659 
I 941 1181 1111 921 831 751 841 1001 731 621 921 96 
I 1771 2211 2091 1731 1551 1401 1571 188) 1371 1161 1731 180 
1 1721 2161 2041 1681 1511 1371 1531 1831 1331 1131 1681 115 
l1092l1366l 12901 10661 9571 8661 9701 11591 8441 7161 lob61 1110 

I I I I I I I I I I I 

I I I I I I I I I I / I 
Ill I I I I I I I I I 
I 7531 8471 8201 7471 7111 6841 7111 7771 6701 6261 7471 733 
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E. ECONOMIC IMPACT OF OUTFJXTEXS AND GUIDES 

1. Economic Impact 

The tourism/recreational industry is growing and currently 1s the third largest 
industry in the State of Idaho. The outfltter and guide segment has grown sn 
average rate of six percent per year from 1970 through 1984 (Lansche, 1985). 
Anticipated demand for dispersed recreation m the Clearwater National Forest is 
expected to increase about 50 percent between 1981-2010. This projection was 
calculated from an adaptation of the Pacific Northwest River Basin Commlssion 
estimates of recreation in the States of Washington, Oregon, and Idaho. 

An economic impact study of the outfrtter and guide 198x-84 season estimated 
that $36.1 million dollars and 647 Jobs were contributed to the State of Idaho's 
economy (Lansche, 1986). An update of the study done for 1984-85 showed 
increases to $38.5 mlllion in aggregate spending and 712 full time Jobs. These 
estimates Indicate the Importance of the outfltter and guide sector to the 
economy of Idaho. 

In the Clearwater National Forest, outfltter and guide operations in 1985 
provided about 12,000 recreation visitor days. This is approximately two 
percent of the total dispersed recreation. 

Thirty outfitters provide hunting, fxhlng, and other services U-I the Forest. 
Three commercial outfxtters provide floating services on the Lochsa and Middle 
Fork of the Clearwater River. Table B-15 shows gross receipts reported by the 
outfitters and guides to the Forest Servxe by selected activity for the years 
1984-86. Table B-16 shows selected guided and nonguided recreation by activity 
in the Clearwater Natlonal Forest. 

Table B-15. Outfitter Reported Gross Revenue 
Clearwater Natlonal Forest 

__________________-------------------------------------------------------------- 
Year Hunts/Other Floats Trail Rides Total 

1986 $1,036.288 $32,142 $4,970 $1.073.440 

1985 $ 945,630 $35.370 WA $ g81.000 

1984 ~3 785.723 $52,570 WA $ 838,293 ____________________------------------------------------------------------------ 
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Table B-16. 1985 
Dispersed Recreation by Distrxt 

Guided and Nonguided (Recreation Vxxtor Days) 

Actlvlty Pierce 

Big Game Huntzng 

Out/Guide 
Non-O/G 

Total 

Watercraft 
FloatInK 

Out/Guide 
Non-O/G 

Total 

Fishing 

Out/Guide 
Non-O/G 

Total 

General Ret 

Out/Guide 
Non-O/G 

Total 

406 315 4,800 1,200 
8,874 25,785 22,600 8,700 
----- ------ ------- ----_ 
9,280 26,100 27.400 9,900 

0 
0 

---- 
0 

0 
0 

---- 
0 

0 800 
1,300 2,400 
----- ----- 
1,300 3,200 

16 0 300 200 
2,908 11,100 40,900 2,400 
----- ---_-- _----- ----- 
2,924 11,100 41,200 2,600 

N/A VA 
WA N/A 

---- ---- 

100 1,600 100 1,800 
331,950 28,600 WA 360.550 
------- ------ ---_ --_---- 
332,050 30,200 100 362,350 

Palouse N. Fork Lochsa Powell Total 

1,850 8,571 
8,650 74,609 

------ -_---- 
10.500 83.180 

100 
350 

---- 
450 

900 
4,050 

------ 
4.950 

100 616 
3,600 60,900 
----- -_---- 
3,700 61,516 

Out/Gde 11,887 
Non-O/G 500,109 
Total 51l.996 

It has been determxned that approximately $13,660 of client fees collected by 
outfitters are required to provide employment for one seasonal licensed guide 
(Lsnsche, 1985). To determine direct employment attributable to outfltting and 
guiding in the Clearwater, total fees collected in 1986 ($1.073.440) are 
divided by $13,660 which results in 79 seasonal guide jobs. Personal 
conversations with representatives of the Idaho Outfitters and Guides 
Assoclatlon Indicate this figure appears low; as a result, seasonal guides were 
estimated at 158 and camp cooks/tenders at 70. In addition to the guides, the 
owners of the outfltting and guiding operations are also considered as direct 
employment. Total direct employment 1s estimated as: 
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outfitters 
guides 

5g 
camp cooks/tenders 
total jobs (seasonal basis) 

To determine total jobs provided in the local area as a result of outfitting 
and guiding operations. direct employment can be multiplied by a 1.53 
multiplier.* 

263 x 1.53 = 402 total seasonal jobs 

Total economic impact from outfittlng in the Clearwater in 1986 can be 
calculated as follows: 

Client fees reported by O/G $1.073.440 
License fees ** 54.445 
Other services ** 246.140 

Total receipts (Clw area) $1.374,025 

It is estimated approximately 19 percent of the total receipts flowed out of 
the State in the form of outfitter services and nonresident guide salaries 
(Lansche, 1986). Therefore, total direct economic impact on the local 
Clearwater area may be calculated as follows: 

Total receipts 51.374.025 
Minus 19% - 261.065 
Local direct receipts $1,112,960 

To calculate total impacts, indlrect impacts must also be considered. To 
determlne total impacts, a multiplier is applied to total direct receipts as 
follows: 

Local direct receipts x multiplier of 2.5 (Lansche. 1986) 
1,112,g6o x 2.5 = $2,782.400 

Therefore. total economic impacts on the Clearwater area from outfitting and 
guiding is estimated at $2J82,400 including about 402 seasonal jobs. 

In addition, the Clearwater National Forest collected approximately $39.300 in 
1986 from outfitters and guides for their use of National Forest Lands. 
Twenty-five percent (or about $9,750) of these fees were returned to the local 
counties for roads and schools. 

2. Forest Plan Impacts on Outfitter and Guidiog Operations 

There are great opportunities for expansion of outfittlng and guiding in the 
Clearwater. and the business is expected to continue to grow over the next 
several decades no matter which alternative might be selected for the Forest 

l Based on process and procedures developed by Lsnsche, 1985. 
l * Based on process and procedures developed by Lansche, 1986. 
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Plan. Based on reported outfltter and guide client receipts their businesses 
grew 17 percent from 1984 to 1985 and nine percent from 1985 to 1986. 

The selected direction in the Forest Plan ~11 have some effect on which types 
of activltles have potential to grow the fastest. Market-oriented alternatives 
would provide more opportunities for developed or roaded natural recreation. 
Amenity-orlented alternatIves would emphasize actlvlties such as backcountry 
hunting, fishing. and general recreation; the types of actrvlties closely 
associated with the local outfitter and guide industry. 

Other factors also may limit opportunities to expand operations. Outfitters 
and guides in Idaho have exclusive hunting territories and almost all available 
terrltorles in the Forest are currently utilized so the opportunity for new 
operations 1s very limited. Only expansion of existing operations IS possible 
and these opportunltles may be llmlted by the availabillty of nonresident 
tags. Total nonresldent elk and deer tags are not expected to increase over a 
total of 15 percent during the next 10 years (IF&G, 1986). 

Opportunities to provide float trips are also limited by lack of suitable water 
ln the Clearwater for floatlng; however. opportunrties for expansion do exist 
m this area. Summer outfitted slghtseeing trips have high potential for 
expansion, both in more developed areas and back-country areas. 

F. RETURNS TO THJ3 U.S. TREASURY AND LOCAL GOWRNMBNT 

Predicted returns to the U.S. Treasury and local governments for each 
alternative and benchmark were calculated in the analysis to show the effects 
on revenue programs administered by the Clearwater National Forest. These 
returns illustrate the impact of management on both Federal Government receipts 
collected, and the resultant change in revenues passed on to local government. 
Comparisons were made between the average annual returns per period for each 
alternatlve and benchmark and the base year (1980). 

Returns to the U.S. Treasury were calculated by derxving the revenue of x~come 
producing programs which correspond to FSM 6531.12b "Annual Collections 
Statement," or the National Forest Fund. Total treasury returns were broken 
down into three categories: timber, grazing. and other (includes recreation, 
land use, power, and mineral fees). 

Timber returns were calculated for each FORPLAN run from the net value of 
timber revenues (Economics Report 6). Grazing returns were also calculated 
from the FORPLAN snalysls per period for each alternative and benchmark. Other 
returns were calculated as the sum of fees collected for recreation, land use, 
power, and minerals. Table B-17 summarizes the base year returns to the U.S. 
Treasury. 
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-____--______-______--------------------------------------------------------- 
Table B-17. Base Year Estimates - Returns to the U.S. Treasury 1980 

Resource U.S. Treasury Returns (1978%) 

Timber $5,140 M 

Range $16 M 

Other $13 M 

TOTAL $5,169 M 
________--______-___--------------------------------------------------------- 

Returns to local governments are Treasury funds paid to the State of Idaho and 
eventually passed to local governments resulting from revenue producing 
programs. The basis of this fund is discussed prior to Table B-17. Also 
included in the base value are collectlons for Knudsen-Vandenburg (KV) and 
purchaser road credits. Calculation of returns to local governments are 
defined as: 

Returns to Local = .25 X (Returns to U.S. Treasury) 
Government 

G. WORK FORCE 

Shifts in Forest Service work force (measured as Full Time Equivalents - FTE) 
were calculated to show the change m government employment resulting from 
increases or decreases in land management programs for each alternative and 
benchmark. Adjustments were made to the base year level (445 FTE) according to 
the following assumptions: 

- For all alternatives and benchmarks, the Forest. will maintain a stable base 
work force for all programs except timber and roads. 

- Employment in the timber program ~111 vary by 2.5 FTE for every 1.0 MMBF of 
sell volume (assume volume change greater than 15.0 MMBF). 

-Employment in the roads (engineenng support) program will vary by .8 FTE for 
every 1.0 MMBF of sell volume (assume volume change greater than 15.0 MMBF). 

H. SOCIAL MEAsuRFs 

Social impact snalysls is the estimation of how Forest Service policies and 
actions affect the quality of life or social well-being. This IS accompllshed 
by projecting future social conditions In an area Influenced by Forest Service 
actions If current management continued, then comparing this proJection with 
conditions resulting from implementing management alternatives. 

Social measures include two aspects of social impact snalysls: social variables 
and social zones of influence. Social zones of Influence identify who 1s 
affected by Forest Service activities, and social variables define how people 
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are affected and the relationship between people and the natural environment. 

1. Social Zones of Influence 

The following discussion is a description of the groups of people or 
communities within the impact analysis area. 

a. Local Zone 

The local zone of influence (Clearwater, Latah and Idaho Counties) is closely 
allgned to the Clearwater National Forest because of geographic location, 
historic reasons for settlement, economic dependency, and traditional use 
patterns. All three counties were first settled because of mining activities. 
Development of agriculture and cattle ranching occurred in the early 1900's. 
when farmers and ranchers settled the Weippe, Camas, and Palouse Prairies. 
With the exception of timber, the historical industries have remained stable 
since that time. The local area is still predominantly rural and primarily 
dependent upon three major industries: cattle ranching, agriculture, and timber 
products. The stable demand for products produced by these industries has had 
a direct impact on the slow but steady growth pattern in the dependent 
communities within the Counties. 

Since traditional leisure activities such as firewood cutting, hunting, and 
fishing are so important to local lifestyles, a close relationship exists 
between Forest management activities and residents of the local area. An 
estimated 35 percent of the Forest's recreation originates within the local 
influence zone. The Clearwater National Forest comprises 44 percent of 
Clearwater County, 48 percent of Idaho County, 5 percent of Lewis County, 2 
percent of Shoshone County and 1 percent Benewah County land ownership. 

b. Regional Zone 

The regional zone constitutes the major market area within which the direct, 
indlrect. and induced impacts of Forest management activities and outputs 
apply. It encompasses the multi-county area of Clearwater, Idaho, Lewis, 
Latah, and Nez Perce Counties in Idaho and Mineral County in Montana, and 
includes the region's primary service center at Lewiston. The economy in the 
regional area reflects the impact of Lewiston in the market area. 

The major sectors, by employment, are Forest products (6926 jobs or 26 
percent), wholesale retail trade (5925 Jobs or 22 percent), miscellaneous 
services (3997 Jobs or 15 percent), and agriculture (2089 Jobs or 8 percent). 
Contributions of Forest resource outputs to the regional economy, based on 
employment, are reflected III Table B-7 on page 47. 

Population m the regional area has remained stable over the last two census 
periods. With the exception of Nez Perce County (Lewiston area), no real 
growth trends are apparent. This can be accounted for by the stable demand for 
both agricultural and Forest products; both malnstays in the regional economy. 

Other than manufacturing of market products, the primary importance of the 
Forest m the regional area is for recreation. There is a large group that 
uses the Forest for recreational pursuits; an estimated 50 percent of the use 
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is by people from the multi-county area. Fishing and hunting are the major 
activities. 

Forest-users in the regional zone of influence have shown a strong attachment 
to and interest in how it is managed. A number of public interest groups, as 
well as individuals. have taken an active part in helping shape Forest 
management priorities. This is often expressed as appreciation for amenity or 
aesthetic values. Except for aesthetics, even dramatic changes in Clearwater 
Forest outputs are perceived as having only limited effect on the regional 
economy and almost no effect on the personal lifestyles of most of its 
residents. 

c. National Zone 

The national zone of influence is not significantly affected by response to 
changes in Forest outputs for a given level of management. For instance, a 
change in timber output would not significantly vary supply or demand on a 
national scale. However, changes in policy affecting amenity values such as 
scenic, water, and similar values will continue to draw attention from special 
interest groups at the state and national levels. This is evidenced in the 
past by these interest groups' involvement in issues regarding roadless area 
designation. 

Anadromous fishery and elk management also draw national attention as the 
Clearwater National Forest is considered to be one of the best elk producing 
country in Idaho, and Kelly Creek has received national recognition as a blue 
ribbon cutthroat trout frsherles. 

d. Nez Perce Tribe 

The Nez Perce Tribe 1s a unique special interest group among Forest users 
because the Forest Service has the responsibility to protect Tribal treaty 
rights, and the Tribe's freedom to believe, express, and exercise their 
traditional religions within National Forests. This responsibility is 
re-emphasized in the National Forest Management Act of 1976 and the American 
Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978. As expressed by the Tribe, their primary 
concerns have been protection of sites of cultural and religious importance, 
and enhancement and perpetuation of anadromous fisheries and big game herds as 
they relate to hunting and fishing rights guaranteed them through various 
treaties. 

A dramatic change in current wildlife and fisheries levels could impact 
traditional Tribal lifestyles as they relate to use of the Forest. Protection 
of cultural and religious sites is less affected by changes in output because 
protection needs are identified on a project-by-project basis through 
consultation with the Tribe. 

Because few Tribal members are employed directly by the Forest Service or in 
occupations dependent upon Forest outputs, any dramatic change in current 
output levels is not likely to affect their employment status. 
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2. Social-Economic Variables 

To measure or quantify the social effects of the alternatives, a common 
quantifier was used to evaluate changes in the social-economic variables. 
Input-output modeling of the regional area economy showed that variations in 
employment, gross output, and personal income resulting from changes in Forest 
resource outputs could have a significant impact. As a result, the change in 
employment and personal income, by alternative, in the regional area was used 
to quantify these changes. It was assumed that modeling of the regional 
economy could be used not only to predict changes in the social variables for 
that area, but also for the local impact zone as well. Specifically, 
comparisons were made of the change in forest industry employment, forest 
industry income, total employment, and total income to the base level (1980) 
outputs. 

Although there are other factors that could affect the social variables, 
current data suggest that National Forest outputs can make a substantial 
difference in the social makeup of the impact areas identified. It should also 
be understood that many variables outside the realm of alternative outputs 
exert considerable influence. These would include the recent economic 
recession, or the inclusion of new industries into the market area. 

Five variables were defined to quantify the impact of social factors in each 
zone of influence regarding the varying outputs of the different alternatives. 
These are economic stability. social stability, community cohesion, lifestyle, 
and aesthetics. Following is a discussion of each variable. 

a. Economic Stability 

This variable is the ability to maintain a viable economic base to insure the 
existence of historic trades and professions. This situation enables the 
affected community to maintain or enhance a way of living which may be 
financially dependent upon particular resource-related work. This variable is 
applicable most directly to the local zone and secondarily to the regional 
zone. 

The ideal level, as perceived by local residents, is to maintain or minimally 
Increase present employment and/or income levels. Drastic reductions or 
increases would be viewed as detrimental, since they would alter existing 
business patterns. 

The most critical factor would be a drastic change in timber outputs because of 
the local dependence on timber production. Not only would this directly alter 
forest industry income and employment, but the indirect effects would be felt 
in the other sectors of the local and regional economics. To measure the 
effects of the alternatives with respect to economic stability, it was 
determined that timber outputs should not invoke "rapid change." This was 
defined as a 15 percent or greater deviation from base employment, income, or 
job distribution within a lo-year period. The regional I-O model verifies that 
a volume range of +39 MMBF from the 1980 Base volume (155 MMBF) would serve to 
maintain current Forest related employment within this 15 percent range. This 
leaves a range of 129 MMBF to 194 MMBF within which harvest could vary without 
invoking "rapid change" during the first decade. 
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b. Social Stability 

Social stability is an environment which maintains existing social and cultural 
ties to minimize conflicts with user groups. This variable is applicable only 
to the local area. 

The local area is perceived to be both stable and capable of providing a high 
level of continuity among the citizenry. While stability was a very important 
concern, slow but steady growth (with respect to population and employment) IS 
also viewed as advantageous. Any alternative which would create a sudden 
increase or decrease in population would be viewed as undesirable. 

c. Community Cohesion 

This variable addresses the degree to which individuals and groups support or 
denounce broad-based social issues. It is important only at the local level. 

In general, the local area can be categorized as being in agreement on land 
resource issues, although a certain degree of polarization exists over 
environmental vs. market output questions. 

There is a high level of community pride, and a strong sense of association 
within the local area. Alternatives must promote or maintain this cohesiveness 
to be acceptable. 

d. Lifestyle 

This variable pertains to preserving the traditional way of living commonly 
associated with Clearwater, Idaho and Latah Counties and the local subareas 
within them. It IS important to note that most of the local people view their 
lives as being centered around individuality, freedom, permanency, and a strong 
identification with the area. Although moderate change in this lifestyle is 
not viewed as detrimental, most individuals would prefer to see little or no 
change. 

e. Aesthetics 

Many people consider amenity values (preservation of wilderness, clean air, 
clean water) as the most important factors, while others maintain that use of 
the Forest for timber harvest, grazing, firewood cutting, hunting, etc., are 
more important issues. In addition, this variable can be measured on the 
regional and national levels since many of these same values are important to 
the surrounding communities and to the nation as well. 

VI. ANALYSIS PRIOR TO DEWJ3LOPMRNT OF ALTRRNATIVES 

A. IRTRODUCTION 

The primary analysis prior to developing alternatives was the analysis of the 
management situation (AMS). This IS a determination of the ability of the 
Forest to supply goods and services in response to society's demands. This 
analysis provided a basis for formulating a broad range of reasonable 
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alternatives by examining the following: 
- The minimum level of management with associated costs and benefits. 
- The maximum potential of physical and biological production of single 

resources as well as sets of resources with their associated costs and 
benefits. 

- The maximum present net value of resources with an established market 
value or an assigned value (a cost efficiency measure). 

- A point of reference from which the costs and effects of constraints 
were measured. 

- Analysis of the current and expected future level of goods and 
services if current management direction continued. 

- Projections of demand for goods and services. 
- Analysis of the potential to resolve issues and concerns. 
- Analysis of the need to change management direction. 

The results of this analysis form the framework within which alternatives were 
developed. 

B. DEVRLOPMW OF MINIMUM MANAGRMFST RJ?QUIRRMRNlS (MMR's) 

The minimum management requirements in 36 CFR X9.27 are as follows: 

1. 
2. 

2: 

:: 

2 
9. 

10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 

Conserve soil and water resources. 
Minimize hazards from flood, wind, wildlife, 
erosion, and other natural physical forces. 
Reduce hazards from pest organisms. 
Protect riparien zones. 
Provide diversity. 
Provide fish and wildlife habitat to maintain viable populations. 
Follow multiple-use laws. 
Protect threatened and endangered species habitat. 
Provide rights-of-way and corridors. 
Develop road construction standards. 
Revegetate temporary roads. 
Maintain air quality. 
Reforest in 5 years. 
Llmlt Forest openings to 40 acres. 

The methods used to meet these minimum management requirements included: 

- Developing standards and guidelines and appropriate practices for 
management prescriptions, 

- Asslgnlng management prescriptions and intensities to analysxs areas 
in FORPLAN. and 

- Applying access, scheduled output and inventory constraints to 
analysis areas or groups of analysis areas in FORPLAN. 

In this section, each minimum management requxement and the way the Clearwater 
dealt with each are dlscussed. 
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1. Conserve Soil and Water Resource 

The basx soil. watershed. and water reswrces are protected by applying a 
constraint in the FORPLAN model that limits sediment productlon to levels that 
are expected to at least malntaln the Integrity and stability of stream 
channels, and to manage water quality and fish habitat at levels no less than 
those necessary to malntaln a minimum viable fishery. This constraint was 
applied to eleven areas defined by the roaded and roadless portlons of each 
Dlstrlct. 

The basis for the "integrity and stabllrty" requirement is the purpose 
statement for the creation of Natlonal Forests m the Organic Act of 1897 to 
"secure favorable conditions of water flows." The water quality requirement is 
an znterpretatlon of the Multiple-Use Sustamed-Yield Act of 1960, the Clean 
Water Act Amendments of 1972, the Natlonal Forest Management Act of 1976 , and 
others requirrng that waters be managed at "fIshable and swimming" levels, and 
that Federal agencies must meet State and Federal water quality laws. 

Special mltigatlon measures ~111 be necessary to maintain a mlnlmum viable 
fishery on the Palouse Dlstrlct. The Palouse and Potlatch River systems have 
been sxgnlfxantly disturbed by past management practices. To continue timber 
harvest on thx Distrxt and still meet an acceptable level of sediment. road 
densities below five miles per square mile ~111 be needed. The mltlgation 
measures necessary are: 1) Estimated Yarding Distances (EYD) should be 
Increased from 800 to 1700 feet for tractor logging: 2) EYD should be increased 
from 800 to 1000 feet for conventxxw.1 logging; and 3) EYD should be increased 
from 1200 feet to 1500 feet for lntermedlate logging. These measures would 
lower the road density to 4.66 miles per square mile. (See plannrng records, 
"Forest Plan-Logging Systems-Palouse Dlstrxt.") The Distrxt can therefore 
harvest timber at slightly below current levels and meet mlnimum viable 
fisheries. However, logging costs would increase with a resulting decrease III 
stumpage returns. 

2. Minimize Hazards From Flood, Wind, Wildfire. 
Erosion. or Other Natural Physical Forces 

The Forestwide management standards and gurdelines rncorporated III management 
prescrlptlons include the necessary mitigation and protection from the hazards 
listed in the title of this section. For Instance, wind could cause 
unnecessary damage to residual trees in timber sale areas if improper 
sllvrcultural systems have been applied. This hazard is minimized by 
prescribing silviculturally sound systems by working group or habitat type. 

3. Reduce Hazards From Pest Organisms 

Activltles to prevent conditions favorable to pest organxms are Included in 
the management prescrlptlons. Trees III the Forest are susceptible to tussock 
moth, mountain pine beetle, and spruce budworm outbreaks. 

4. Protect Riparian Zones 

Rzpar~sn areas are defined as all wetlands and floodplains, and the adjacent 
lands that directly influence water bodies such as streams, rivers, and lakes. 
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The Forest further defines rlparlan areas as the land that exists wlthln 
approximately 100 to 250 feet (depending on the stream-order) from the edges of 
all perennial streams. lakes. and other bodies of water. The rlparian 
prescription is deslgned to manage ripar=an dependent resources as consistently 
as possible with the adJacent/or upslope management prescription (usually 
timber). 

The rlparian prescription describes basic road desxgn, density, and location 
crlterla for different lands. It also describes the timber management criteria 
associated with water temperature control, bufferlng capabilities. debris 
control and recruitment. stream stablllty, fish and wlldlife habltat needs, and 
the mlnlmizlng of erosIon sources. The prescriptIon addresses both on-site and 
cumulative effects. In general, the timber management criteria are to promote 
dlverslty either horlzontally with regeneration-type silvicultural 
prescriptions. or vertically with uneven-aged timber prescriptions and to 
malntaln an old-growth component over time. The Intent 1s to merge the 
management of the riparlan area as much as is feasible with the concurrent 
management of the adJacent upslope unit. 

Riparlan zones are protected by limiting the amount and timing of timber 
harvest occurring Ln these areas. It was assumed that rlparlan areas ~111 make 
up about 13 percent of the suitable timber base. Wlthln the 13 percent only 
5.6 percent can be accessed in any decade. Since the suitable base is not 
known until after the FORPLAN run, these adJustments were made outside of 
FORPLAN. 

5. Diversity 

Animal and vegetative diversity is currently very high and well distributed in 
the Forest. Diversity 1s provided by malntalnlng old-growth stands, by 
harvesting stands of mature trees to replace with young trees. and by allowing 
vegetative changes caused by fire. insects and disease. A minimum of 10 
percent of the Forested area 1s maintained, at any one time, as old growth. A 
scheduling constraint applied outslde FORPLAN maintains 5 percent of each 
10,000 acre unit as old growth. (Units are made up of aggregated 
compartments.) This constraint is restrictive in the roaded portions of the 
Forest where past timber harvest has occurred. 

6. Adequate Fish and Wildlife Habitat 
to Maintain Viable Populations 

Fisheries: The fish habitat quality MMR for mlnlmum viable populations 1s 
an Integral part of the water quality (sediment) obJectIves (see MMR #l) and 
the rlparlan area obJectIves (see MMR #3). 

Wlldllfe: One or more selected lndlcator species are used to represent 
wildlife specxes that have srmilar biological requirements. Ten species were 
selected as indicator species. (See planning records, Effects Data.) 

Species selected are either impacted by management directlon or emphasized in 
\ management direction. Endangered, threatened and sensitive species were 

Included. Maintenance of minimum viable populations of wildlife was 
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incorporated in the design of management prescriptions. As a result, all 
alternatives and benchmarks maintain at least those minimums. 

On elk summer range, a standard and guldeline requiring a minimum level of 25 
percent of elk potential habitat was defined for all prescriptions. This 
standard was a limiting factor only on the timber prescriptions. All other 
prescriptions exceeded 25 percent of elk potential habitat. (See planning 
records, Effects Data.) 

Two wildlife lndlcator species, goshawk and pileated woodpecker, have optimum 
habitat In old-growth ecosystems. Old growth is discussed m item five. 

7. Consistency with Multiple Use Laws 

The Secretary of Agriculture under various laws is directed to administer 
National Forests for multiple uses such as outdoor recreation, range, timber, 
watershed, wildlife, fish, and minerals. The Secretary is also directed to 
develop and administer the renewable surface resources. 

The Forest planning and environmental analysis process requires, as a minlmum, 
that processes formerly used to make individual resource decxsions must be 
combined into integrated management decisions. 

The riparisn zone, diversity. and fish and wildlife MMR's address how multiple 
use and sustained yield are achieved. The reforestation MMR provides 
maintenance of a sustained yield of timber wlthout impairment to the 
productivity of the land. 

8. Protecting Threatened and Endangered Species Habitat 

The Regional Guide requires the provxion of enough habltat for ten gray 
wolves. Wolf habitat availability was determined for each alternatlve and 
benchmark by evaluating prescriptlons that provide a reductxn in the 
likelihood of human-wolf encounters. Originally all nontimber prescrlptlons 
were assumed to protect wolf habatat, as do the resource timber prescriptions, 
c2S, c6s and C4. These criteria resulted In providing habitat for at least ten 
wolves for all benchmarks and all alternatives. On further analysis the 
nontimber prescriptions, M6 (min level) and M5 (nonforest. not capable and 
unsuitable for regeneration), do not consistently qualify for gray wolf 
habitat, because these two prescriptions are applied to noncontiguous land 
primarily surrounded by timber. When these criteria are applied most of the 
benchmarks and a few of the alternatives provide habitat that support less than 
ten wolves. The discussions in Chapter Two on alternative evaluation and 
Chapter Four quantify the ability of each alternatlve to provide habitat for 
gray wolves. 

The Forest IS presently cooperating in an evaluation of potential suitable 
grizzly bear habitat. 

The riparlan management prescription adequately protects the wintering bald 
eagle habitat and any future nests or roost sites. 
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9. Providing for Utility and Transportation 
Rights-of-Way and Corridors 

Land disturbing activities such as timber harvest, land clearing, road 
construction, pipeline trenches and holes for power poles occur when providing 
rights-of-way. The Forest has determined which lands are exclusion areas, 
avoidance areas, and potential corridors. Existing major rights-of-way and the 
potential for future expansion of these rights-of-way have been mapped and 
considered in the alternatives and benchmarks. 

10. Road Construction Standards 

Forest development roads provide the access needed to carry out nearly all 
Forest Service resource management needs. These roads are constructed and 
maintained to provide safe access and meet resource management objectives. 
They are categorized Into three types: arterial, collector, and local. 

Arterial roads comprise the basic access network of the Forest. They provide 
service to large land areas and usually connect with other publx highways to 
form a network of travel routes. The locations and standards are usually 
determined by speed and comfort and have double lanes with sustained grades of 
less than eight percent. Arterial roads can be paved or graveled. 

Collector roads are constructed to serve two or more resources and to connect 
arterial and local roads. They serve smaller land areas than arterial roads 
and may or may not be operated for constant service depending on the resource 
objectives. They are graveled roads with either single or double lanes. 

Local roads are minimum standard roads. They are generally dead end, and 
speed 1s not a consideration. Road alignment follows the natural terraln with 
grades occasionally exceeding ten percent and are generally native surfaced. 
Traffic may be restncted. 

Mitigating measures to help maintain water quality and reduce damage to 
fisheries will be applied to newly constructed roads and road maintenance by 
limiting the amount of sediment entering the streams. Some measures apply to 
all roads, whzle others are for specific sections such as within riparian areas 
or within sediment contributing areas adjacent to active channels. The 
sediment mitigating guIdelines for roads are on file in the Forest planning 
records. These guidelines were used in the development of management 
prescriptions. 

11. Revegetating Temporary Roads 

Even though short temporary roads are sometimes needed to efficiently transport 
logs, they can affect soil and water resources. The minxmum requirement is to 
re-establish forage or grass cover by seedxng. Revegetation is included in the 
logging practxes for prescrxptlons that harvest timber. 

12. Maintaining Air Quality 

This requirement was handled outside of FORPLAN. The Regional Guide directs 
the Forest to work through cooperative agreements with the States to manage 
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smoke emissions. Scheduling the time and number of prescribed burns is done 
outside the FORPLAN model and in cooperation with the States of Montana and 
Idaho. 

13. Reforestation 

To have a reasonable assurance of regeneration in 5 years, seedlings are 
planted on most harvested areas. Planting occurs because of the long periods 
between cone crops, insect (spruce budworm) and disease (blister rust) effects 
on seed sources and seedlings, grass competition or prevention of natural 
regeneration, and the need to close harvest openings within 20 years to meet 
the hydrologic recovery rate established in the soil and water MMR. Planting 
variables considered were: single species, species mix, stocking rates, and 
site preparation. The minimum requirement for species is a mix that minimizes 
plantation losses and the need to replant. Stocking rates are 200 to 600 trees 
per acre. The rate varies because the drier habitat types can't support full 
stocking. Site preparation is required in most cases because native planted 
species cannot grow efficiently if existing vegetation competes for soil 
nutrients. water, and sunshine. Reforestation is included in the prescriptions 
with timber harvest as a management practice. 

14. Forty-Acre Clearcut Limit 

Clearcutting is one silvicultural system used in the Forest for even-aged 
timber harvest. The Regional Guide established that openings created by 
even-aged silviculture normally will be 40 acres or less. Costs and practices 
used are based on clearcuts of 40 acres or less and are included in the 
management prescriptions. 

The constraints applied to meet the minimum management requirements are not 
compounded. The resource and economic impacts are the same whether the 
constraints are applied separately and the impacts added, or applied together. 

C. BFXRMARK ANALYSIS 

Eighteen benchmarks were developed to define the production potentials and 
economic relationships of the Forest. The efficient schedule of management 
activities, resource outputs, environmental effects, economic consequences, and 
land designation to meet the purpose of each benchmark were estimated. 
Selected benchmarks were used to define upper and lower limits of supply 
potential for major resources. These limits formed the decision space within 
which alternative output levels could be formulated. 

In addition to determining resource supply potentials, the benchmark analysis 
was used to define effects on PNV of minimum management requirements, the 
imposition of nondeclining yield, rotations restricted to substantial 
culmination of mean annual increment, and the use of sequential bounds. 

The procedural direction for conducting the benchmark analysis was provided in 
a May 31, 1983 letter to the Regions from the Washington Office. The 
Clearwater National Forest, having a significant timber resource, followed the 
direction pertaining to Forests that must conduct the entire benchmark 
analysis. 
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This section describes the purpose of each benchmark. The major obJectives and 
constraxnts are dxsplayed III Table B-18. 

The four types of benchmarks developed for the Clearwater NatIonal Forest are: 

1. Maximize Present Net Value Benchmarks - Maxlmizes the present net value for 
the Forest and displays the associated resource outputs. 

2. Resource Benchmarks - Defines the maximum potentials for timber productlon, 
elk, and wilderness. 

3. Minimum Level Benchmark - Defines the mx~lmum outputs associated with 
custodial management of the Forest and the unavoidable costs and benefits 
of publw ownership. 

4. Current Management Benchmark - Displays the outputs and effects of 
continurng current management dlrectlon. This benchmark also becomes the 
"current dxection" alternatlve. 

The following procedures apply to all benchmarks: 

- Developed using FORPLAN. 

- Developed usxng an obJectlve function of maxlmizlng PNV. 

- Not constrained by budget levels. 

- Comply with minimum management requirements, except Benchmarks M05, PRZ, 
PC3, PC4, and PM4. 

- Timber harvest 1s precluded on 259,165 acres of existing wlderness, 
23.606 acres of recreation river, 1,281 acres Lochsa Research Natural Area, 
and 224.148 acres of nonforest, noncommercial, and unsuitable lands due to 
regeneration. 

- Timber harvest rotations were constralned to be greater or equal to 95 
percent CMAI except Benchmarks PR2, PM4, and PN3. 

- A constraint was used to assure that timber Inventory ln 150 years will 
equal or exceed the volume that would occur on a regulated Forest. 

- Several variations of the present net value and resource benchmarks 
determined the reduction m PNV and resource trade-offs of meeting specifx 
constraints. obJectlves, regulations, and policies. 

The next two sectlons following Table B-18 summarize the-benchmark runs used to 
analyze timber polxcy constraints and explain how resource supply potentxals 
were determined. 
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1. Benchmark Runs Used to Examine MMR, Timber 
Harvest. and Timber Policy Constraints 

a. Timber Flow Constraints 

Three types of harvest flows constraints were applied in the benchmark runs. 
These were: nondeclinxng yield with no upper bound on harvest in the next 
decade; nondeclining yield as defined by a 0 percent lower bound and 20 percent 
upper bound; and departure harvest flows as defined by a 20 percent lower and 
upper bound. 

Nondeclining yield limits the per decade harvests to levels greater-than-or- 
equal-to the preceding decade level. This constraint was used to ensure a 
constant even-flow of timber harvest throughout the planning horizon. 

Originally the harvest was allowed only to increase in the next decade to 
maximize present net value. This produced zncreases in harvest levels of over 
600 percent from the previous decade. In later benchmark runs, an upper bound 
of 20 percent was applied on the assumption that adding one average sized 
sawmill per decade within the Clearwater National Forest zone of influence was 
reasonable. 

To test the effects on PNV of applying nondeclinIng yield, a departure run was 
made on many of the benchmarks. This was defined on a sequential upper and 
lower bound of 20 percent. This constrained harvest levels to + or - 20 
percent of the previous decade harvest. The rational for 20 percent was the 
same as explained for nondeclining yields. 

A floor of 160 MMBF/yr and a ceiling of 478 MMRF/yr was applied to all 
benchmark runs but M05. PC3, MNl. and WL2. Floor and ceiling constraints were 
used to establish a reasonable parameter on first decade timber harvests which 
would not invoke substantial change In local consumptive patterns. Normally 
this limit is imposed on the first decade only, allowing the ObJective 
functions and other constraints to control the solution beyond the first 
decade. 

Floors and ceilings were calculated considering timber outputs which would not 
create a "rapid change" In the local economy. Floors were defined as 6 percent 
below current harvest level, and ceilings were based on the manufacturing 
capability for the past five years of sawmills within the Clearwater's 
marketing area. Applying the floor and ceiling constraints did not constrain 
or effect the solution of the FORPLAN model. 

NFMA (36 CFR 219.16 [2] {Iii}) d' erects the Forest Service to analyze timber 
rotation lengths based on the time required for stands to reach the culmination 
of net growth. Timber rotation lengths based on 95 percent of the culmination 
of mean annual increment (CMAI) for existing and regenerated stands were used. 
CMAI assures that all stands scheduled for harvest have reached this level. 
CMAI was used to constrain the FORPLAN model to when timber harvests could 
actually occur. 

An ending inventory constraint was applzed to all runs to ensure timber would 
still be available after 15 decades. 
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b. FORPLANRuns 

Following are descriptrons of the minimum management requirements (MMR's), 
timber harvest and timber polxy related FORPLAN runs made during the benchmark 
analysis process, lncludlng the purpose of each run, the results. and 
conclusions. 

RUN1 

Identification: MO5 
ObJeCtlVe Function: Maxlmlze timber ln the first decade. 
Constraints: 

1. NondeclInIng yrald. 
2. Rotations based on 95 percent CMAI. 
3. Endlng inventory. 

Purpose: Calibrate and valldate FORPLAN model. Verify timber information, 
land base, and other resource outputs and coeffxlents. 
Results: 

1. The scheduled output for first decade elk winter range numbers were 
low. This was corrected to be about 12,000 elk. 

2. New sediment and local road yield tables were verlfled. Sediment yields 
were higher in decades 1 to 4 than 5 to 15. Local road densities averaged 
about 6 miles/sq. mile III decades 1 to 4 and between 1 and 2 miles/sq. mile in 
decades 5 to 15. Local road miles zncluded reconstruction. 

3. Timber volumes averaged over 600 MMBF/yr. for all decades. 
4. The tentatively sultable timber base was 1,328.~ M acres. 
5. PNV for this benchmark is $1111 MM. 

Concl"slons: The FORPLAN model is functioning properly to proceed with the 
benchmark analysis. 

RUN 2 

Identification: PR2 
ObJectlve Function: Maxmize present net value. 
Constraints: 

1. Sequential upper and lower bounds of 20 percent. 
2. Harvest ceil&g of 478 MMBF/yr. (ml11 cap&ty) and a harvest floor of 

160 MMBF/yr. (current cut) in all 15 decades. 
3. Ending Inventory. 
4. Rotations based on utilization standards. 

Purpose: Evaluate the impacts of sequential bounds, harvest floors and 
celllngs, and mlnimum management requirements. 
Results: 

1. First decade harvest volume of 367 MMBF/yr. is greater than the floor 
and less than the celling. The floor of 160 MMBF/yr. 1s not approached in any 
decade. 

:: 
The model chose to desrgnate 28,000 acres to minimum level. 
PNV for this benchmark 1s $1592 MM. 

4. Long-term sustained yield (LTSY) 1s 1377 MMCF/decade. 
Conclusions: 

1. Harvest floors or celllngs are not blnding in the first decade. 
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2. No additional runs will be needed to determine the appropriateness of 
the harvest floor and/or ceiling. 

3. The 28,000 acres designated to minimum level were not needed to optimize 
the maximum PRV objective and are therefore unsuitable due to economics in this 
run. 

Identification: PC3 
Objective Function: Maximize present net value. 
Constraints: 

1. Nondeclining yield. 
2. Rotations based on 95 percent CMAI. 
3. Ending inventory. 

Purpose: 
1. Forms a base run to be used in comparing and analyzing later runs that 

have minimum management requirements as constraints. 
2. Shows the differences that result when NDY is used as a constraint 

without a sequential upper and lower bounds constraint. 
3. Shows the differences that occur when a maximum PNV (assigned values) 

objective function is used in place of a maximum timber Objective function 
fcomoared to run #l). 
&suits 

1. The PNV for this benchmark is $1600 MM. 
2. The LTSY increased from 1377 MMCF in run #2 to 1394 in this run. 

The land designations were essentially the same as in run #2. 
2: The first decade harvest volume was surprisingly low (approx. 111 MMBF) 

and increased sharply to the sustained yield level of 600+ MMRF in the 2nd 
decade. 
Conclusions: 

1. The low first decade harvest volume is due to a higher contribution to 
PNV of the sawtimber volume in decades two-to-five than in decade one. This is 
caused by increased yield projections in decades two-to-five and in real price 
increases assumed in the economic tables. 

2. When the NDY constraint IS used without an upper sequential bonds, the 
second decade harvest increases by over 500 percent from the first decade. 

3. This run has the highest PNV of all the benchmarks. 

3a RUN 

Identification: PC4 
Objective Function: Maximize present net value. 
Constraints: 

1. Nondeclining yield. 
2. Sequential lower bound of 0 percent and upper bound of 20 percent. 

Ceiling of 478 MMBF and floor of 160 MMBF. 
z: Rotation based on 95 percent CMAI. 
5. Ending Inventory. 

Purpose: Used as a base run from which to compare and analyze MMR's and 
measure effects on PRV of applying CMAI and NDY constraints when compared to 
run #2. 
Results: 

1. The PNV for this benchmark is $1566 MM. 
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2. The model designated 11,653 acres to minimum level compared to 25,307 
acres in run #2. 

3. The long-term sustained yield (LTSY) is 1394 MMCF as compared to 1377 in 
run #2. 

4. The first decade harvest volume increased from 111 MMBF/yr in run #3 to 
385 MMBF/yr in this run. 
Conclusions: 

1. The effect of applying NDY with a 20 percent upper bound on the harvest 
schedule is a shift of more volume harvested in the first decade at a slight 
cost in PNV when compared to run #3. 

2. Floors and ceiling constraints do not effect the solution of FORPLAN. 
3. When compared to run #2 the reduction in PNV of applying NDY is 

estimated as $26 MM. 

* Identification: PM4 
Objective Function: Maximize present net value. 
Constraints: 

1. Sequential upper and lower bounds of 20 percent. 
2. First decade harvest floor and ceiling. 
3. Ending inventory. 
4. Rotations based on utilization standards. 
5. Riparian and minimum level are the only prescription choices on riparian 

analysis areas. 
Purpose; Shows the effects on PNV of applying the riparisn MMR 
absence of any other MMR's and an objective function of maximum 
values) with the presence of sequential upper and lower bounds, 
ceilings and an ending inventory constraint. 
Results: 

1. PNV is $1419 MM. a drop of 11 percent. 

:: 
LTSY dropped from 1377.MMCF/yr-in run #2 to 1308 in this 
First decade harvest volume dropped from 367 MMBF in run 

this run. 

given the 
PNV (assigned 
floors, 

run. 
#2 to 317 in 

4. The model designated 85,868 acres to minimum level, of which 25,000 
acres are within riparian analysis areas. 

5. Sediment production dropped from 84 M tons annually in run #2 to 57 tons 
in this run. 
Conclusions: The results of this run when compared to run #2 show the effects 
of applying the riparian MMR given only those constraints and objectives 
associated with this run. The riparian MMR is the most constraining of the 
MMR's; however, when applied, it also contributes to achieving the minimum 
viable fishery MMR and the requirement for diversity and habitat for old-growth 
dependent species. 

RDN &a 

Identification: PN3 
Objective Function: Maximize present net value. 
Constraints: The same constraints were used in this run as in run #4 with the 
addition of a sediment constraint which would result in a minimum viable 
fishery habitat condition Forestwide. This is the fishery and protection of 
soil and water quality MMR. 
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Purpose: Shows the effects on PNV of applyxng the minimum viable fxheries and 
riparian MMR's given an ObJeCtiVe of maximizing PNV and the presence of 
sequential upper and lower bounds, floors, ceilings, and an ending Inventory 
constraint. 
Results: 

1. PNV is $1340 MM which is a drop of 6 percent when compared to run #4. 
2. The model designated 109.524 acres to minimum level as compared to 

85,868 acres in run 4. 
3. The model designated 130,596 acres to a wIldlife-timber prescription 

that provides for timber harvest but produces less sedwsnt than intensive 
timber prescriptions. 

4. Long-term sustained yield (LTSY) dropped from 1308 MMCF/decade in run #4 
to 1256 in this run. 

5. The frrst decade harvest volume dropped from 317 to 295 MMBF/yr. 
Conclusions: 

1. Applying the riparian MMR in combination with the mlnlmum viable 
fisheries MMR causes a reduction in PNV of about 16 percent as compared to run ' 
#2. 

2. The drop in first decade harvest volume attributed to MMR's is 72 
MMBF/yr., given the constraint set used in run #s 2 and 4a. 

3. The switch in designation from timber to wildlife/timber on 125,004 
acres is a result of MMR's. 

4. About 25.000 acres of the minimum level deslgnatlon IS caused by the 
harvest schedule constraint in the riparian prescription. The remainder of the 
109.525 minimum level acres are not suitable in this run due to maximzing 
present net value. The tentatively suitable land desrgnated to MINLVL is 
generally land with low PNV's (I.e. low productivity, steep breaklands, and 
young existing condition classes). 

Identification: PPl 
ObJeCtlve Function: Maximize present net value. 
Constraints: 

1. Sequential upper and lower bounds. 
2. Harvest floor and ceiling. 

Endrng Inventory. 
43: 95 percent CMAI. 
5. Riparian and minimum viable fisheries MMR's. 

Purpose: Shows the effects on PNV of imposing 95 percent CMAI to run #4a. 
Results: 

1. PNV is $1317 MM which is a drop of 1.7 percent when compared to run #4a. 
2. The model designated 111.662 acres to minimum level, slightly more than 

run #4a. 
3. LTSY 1s 1252 MMCF/decade a drop of .3 percent when compared to run #4a. 
4. First decade harvest volume drops 9 MMBF to 286 MMRF/yr. 
5. Remaining land designations and resource outputs vary only slightly from 

run #4a. 
Conclusions: Meeting the requirement of delaying harvest until substantial 
culmination of mean annual increment is reached does create a cost in PNV and 
first decade harvest volume reduction, but the cost is minor given the 
constraints used in this run. 

B-76 



m (Not used. See below.) 

Identification: PQl 
Ob,lective Function: Maximize present net value. 
Constraints: 

1. Nondeclining yield. 
2. Rotations based on utilization standards. 
3. Minimum management requirements. 
4. Ending inventory. 

Purpose: This run was to have functloned as a base from which to measure the 
effects on PNV ofxrotatlons restricted to 95 percent CMAI given the objective 
of maximum PNV and the presence of NDY, MMR's, and ending inventory 
constraint. It was also to have served as a base run to show the effects on 
PNV of NDY when compared to run #ha. 

Note: This run was not made, because the results would be essentially the same 
as run #7. The effect of rotations restricted to 95 percent CMAI and NDY yield 
were sufficiently tested In run #7 and it was obvious that this run would only 
repeat information already available. (See planning records: Letter to 
RO.April 19.1984: "AMS FORPLAN Runs.") 

Identification: PS2 
Objective Function: Maximize present net value. 
Constraints: 

1. 0 percent lower bound and 20 percent upper bound. (NDY) 

;: 
Harvest floor and ceiling. 
Ending inventory. 

4. Rotation based on 95 percent CMAI. 
5. Minimum management requirements. 

Purpose: Use as a base run to show the effects on PNV of the MMR's when 
compared to run 3a. and the effects on PNV of NDY in concert with 95 percent 
CMAI when compared to-run #4a. 
Results: 

1. The PNV IS $1320 MM. This is a drop of 16 percent when compared to run 
#3a. 

2. The long-term sustained yield (LTSY) is l2gg MMCF. 
3. 78,919 acres were designated to minimum level. 
4. First decade harvest 1s nearly identxal to run #'la. 

Conclusions: 
1. The designation of 78,287 acres to minlmum level, which is about 31,000 

acres less than in run #4a, indicates lands with a low PNV were needed in the 
suitable timber base to meet the NDY. 

2. The PNV drop of 16 percent, when compared to run #3a, is attributable to 
the combination of MMR's. 

m (Not used. See below.) 

Identification: MT1 
Objective Function: Maximize present net value (market values). 
Constraints: Same as run #4a except with market values only. 
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Purpose: 
1. Use as a base to show the effects on PNV of restricting rotations to 95 

percent CMAI using market values only when compared to run #9. 
2. Show the differences that result from maximum PNV (assigned values) and 

maximum PNV (market values) when compared to run #4a. 

Note: This run was not made because information gained from previous runs show 
that restricting rotations to CMAI have little or no effect on PNV, and this 
would not likely change using market values only. Purpose #2 will be done m 
run #V. (See planning records: Letter to RO, April 19.1984, "AMS FORPLAN 
Runs.") 

Identification: MU1 
Objective F'unctzon: Maximize present net value (market values). 
Constraints: The same constraint set as pun #5 (PPl) was used, except with 
market values only. 
Purpose: Shows the differences that result from maximum PNV (assigned values) 
and maximum PNV (market values), when compared to run #5. 
Results: 

1. PNV is $1192 MM which is a drop of 9 percent when compared to run #5. 

:: 
The land designations are very much the same as in run #5. 
LTSY dropped slightly (5 MMCF) compared to run #5. 

4. First decade harvest is about the same as in run #5. 
Conclusions: 

1. The 9 percent drop in PNV shows the effect on PNV of valuing only market 
goods. 

2. Valuing nonmarket goods in the FORPLAN model has very little effect on 
harvest scheduling, LTSY. and land designations, using the same criteria in 
this run and run #5. The only (signifxxnt) effect noted was the acres 
designated to prescriptions winter and WTR-TM decreased a total of 1.735 acres 
when compared to run #5. 

RUN 10 (Not used. See below.) 

Identification: MVl 
Objective Function: Maximize present net value (market values). 
Constraints: The same constraints as run #6. except with market values only. 
Purpose: Shows the differences that result from maximum PNV (assigned values) 
and maximum PNV (market values), when compared to run #6. 

Note: This run was not used because runs #9 and #11 provide the needed 
informatlon. (See planning record: Letter to RO 1920, April 19,1984, "AMS 
FORPLAN Runs.") 

RUN 11 

Identification: MWl 
Objective Function: Maximize Present Net Value (market values). 
Constraints: The same constraints as run #7, except with market values only. 
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Purpose: 
1. Shows the effect on PNV of NDY given an objective of maximum PNV (market 

values) and the presence of MMR's, ending inventory constraint and rotations 
restricted to 95 percent of CMAI, when compared to run #9. 

2. Shows the differences that result from maximum PNV (market values) and 
maximum PNV (assigned values),when compared to run #7. 
Results: 

1. PNV is $1173 MM which is a drop of 1.7 percent when compared to run #V, 
and 11 percent when compared to run #7. 

2. Long-term sustained yield (LTSY) increased 48 MMCF/decade compared to 
run #q,and dropped 4 MMCF/decade compared to run #7. 

3. Designations did not change significantly from run #7, but 33,500 fewer 
acres were designated to minimum level in this run than in run #9. 

4. First decade harvest volume is about the same as in run #7, but 5 
MMBF/yr. more than in run #9. 
Conclusions: 

1. The effect on PNV of NDY are similar when using market values and when 
all values are assigned. In both cases the costs are relatively low. The same 
conclusion holds true when the effects of NDY were tested using different 
constraint sets. However, one significant effect or cost of imposing the NDY 
constraint that has shown up consistently is a shift in the amount of minimum 
level land designation. More land (about 33,000 acres) is designated to 
minimum level in runs where NDY is not imposed than when it is. This shows 
that to meet the NDY constraint, more land (considered inefficient in other 
runs) is needed in the suitable base. 

2. About 11 percent of the PNV in FORPLAN consists of nonmarket values in 
runs where all values are assigned. 

c. Conclusions and Effects on PNV from Timber 
Constraint and MMR Analysis 

In this section, the trade-offs of timber harvest floors and ceilings, timber 
policy constraints, minimum management requirements (MMR's), and market vs. 
assigned values will be analyzed. 

(1) Effects on PNV of Timber Harvest 
Floors and Ceilings 

The harvest floors and ceilings were not constraining in any of the benchmark 
runs; therefore, the effect on PNV was 0. 

(2) Effects on PNV of Timber 
Policy Constraints 

An upper bound of 20 percent is a necessary constraint to prevent wide 
fluctuations in harvest volumes. When only nondeclining yield is compared to 
nondeclining yield with a sequential upper bound of 20 percent, more volume is 
harvested in the first decade at a cost in PNV. With only a nondeclining yield 
constraint, a very low (111 MMBF/yr) first decade harvest is followed by an 
unrealistic high (6OO+ MMBF/yr) second decade harvest. 

For departure runs an upper and lower bound of 20 percent were applied for the 
same reason. This also resulted in a drop of PNV when compared to nondeclining 
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yield only. 
Runs compared: Run #3 (PC3) PNV = $1600 MM 

Run #3a (PC4) PNV = $1566 MM 
Reduction m PNV: $34 MM. 

PNV is reduced by 2 percent by applying an upper bound of 20 percent on 
nondeclIning yxld. 

Runs compared: Run #3 (PC3) PNV = $1600 MM 
Run #2 (PR2) PNV = $1592 MM 

Reduction In PNV: $8 MM. 
PNV is reduced by .5 percent by applying an upper and lower bound of 20 
percent. 

Meeting the requirement of nondeclining yield with an upper bound of 20 percent 
versus allowing the yield to decline by 20 percent results in a drop in PNV of 
about 1.6 percent. The cost occurs as more acreage (about 33,500 acres), that 
was designated to minimum level when NDY was not a constraint, was needed to 
meet the objective when constrained by NDY. 

Runs compared: Run #9 (MUl) PNV = 51192 MM 
Run #ll (MWl) PNV = 51173 MM 

Reduction in PNV: $19 MM. 

Meeting the requirement of delaying harvest until substantial CMAI is reached, 
does create a cost by reducing PNV and harvest volume in the first decade. But 
the cost was considered minor and therefore runs #6, #8, and #lO were not 
made. These runs only vary from runs #7, #9 and #11 in that CMAI is relaxed 
two decades. 

Runs compared: Run #4a (PN3) PNV = 51340 MM 
Run #5 (PPl) PNV = $1317 MM 

Reduction in PNV: $23 MM. 
This is a reduction in PNV of 1.7 percent as a result of applying 95 percent of 
CMAI as a constraint. 

(3) Minimum Management Requirements (MMR's) 

The rlparian MMR lowers PNV by 11 percent when run without any other MMR's and 
the obJective of maximum PNV. This is a significant cost caused by not 
allowing more than 5.6 percent of the riparian area to be accessed in any 
decade. When the riparian MMR is applied, additional acreage is designated to 
minimum level (about 25,000 acres). Part of the reduction in PNV is caused by 
the model not being able to access all of the riparian analysis areas in 15 
decades. The remaining reduction in PNV is due to riparian analysis areas 
having negative PNV's before they can be accessed. Thus these areas are 
designated to minimum level (about 30,000 acres). 

Part of the reduction in PNV of the riparisn MMR 1s the cost of improving 
fishery habitat condition by reducing sediment output from the riparian 
prescription. A part of the cost IS also of meeting the requirement for 
diversity and habitat for old-growth dependent species. 

Runs compared: Run #2 (PR2) PNV = $1592 MM 
Run #4 (PM4) PNV = $1419 MM 

Reduction in PNV: $173 MM. 
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The minimum viable fish habitat MMR causes a reduction in PNV of 6 percent. 
This reduction in PNV is partly due to the designation of wildlife/timber 
prescriptions over intensive timber. This change in designation occurs because 
wildlife/txnber prescriptions produce less sediment. The wildlife/timber 
prescriptions assume a higher percentage of logging will occur with skyline and 
aerial systems. These prescriptions require fewer roads and therefore produce 
less sediment. 

Run compared: Run #4 (PM4) PNV = $1419 MM 
Run #4a (PN3) PNV = $1340 MM 

Reduction in PNV: $79 MM. 

The riparian and minimum viable fisheries MMR's when applied together cause a 
reduction in PNV of about 16 percent. 

Runs compared: Run #3a (PC4) PNV = $1566 MM 
Run #7 (PS2) PNV = $1320 MM 

Reduction in PNV: $246 MM. 

(4) Market Vs Assigned Values 

When only market values are used in place of assigning all values, a drop in 
PNV results. However, the harvest schedule, long-term sustained yield, and 
land designations are very much the same as when all values are assigned. This 
1s caused by the fact that the maJority of the nonmarket values, i.e., 
recreational "se. are applied outside of the FORPLAN model. 

Run compared: Run #5 (PPl) PNV = $1317 MM 
Run #9 (MUl) PNV = $1192 MM 

Reduction in PNV: 5125 MM. 

PNV drops by 9 percent when only market values are applied along with a 
sequential upper and lower bound of 20 percent. 

Run compared: Run #7 (PS2) PNV = $1320 MM 
Run #ll (MWl) PNV = $1173 MM 

Reduction in PNV: 5147 MM. 

PNV drops by 11 percent when market values only are applied along with 
nondeclining yield with a 20 percent upper bound. 

2. Benchmark Determination Of Resource Supply Potentials 

a. FORPLANRuns 

Following are descriptions of the FORPLAN runs made to determine the benchmark 
supply potential. The purpose of each run, the results, and conclusions are 
discussed. 

RUN 12 

Identification: MN1 
ObJectlve Function: Maximize present net value. 
Constraints: 

1. Forced designation of the MINLVL prescription to every acre. 
Purpose: Defines the outputs associated with custodial management and the 
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unavoidable costs and benefits of public ownership. 
Results: 

1. The PNV is $288 MM or about 78 percent lower than run #7. 
2. The unavoidable costs are about $2.5 MM annually or 20 percent of the 

1980 budget. 
3. The elk winter range potential decreases from 11,628 annually in the 

first decade to 2,759 in decade 15. 
4. No timber is harvested in this benchmark. 
5. Potential elk summer range stays a constant 18.177 per year for all 

decades. 
6. No sediment (above natural), local roads, collector roads, or AUM's are 

produced. 
7. Capacity for primitive and semiprimitlve recreation maintains a high 

level of 3,319,291 RVD's/yr for all 15 decades. 
Conclusions: 

1. This run defines the lowest potential elk winter range and the minimum 
cost and PNV. 

2. The primitive and semiprimitive visitor day outputs are the highest that 
can be produced in the Forest. 

RUN 13 

Identification: EL2 
Objective Function: Maximize potential elk winter range for all 15 decades. 
Constraints: 

1. Sequential lower bound of 0 percent (NDY) and upper bound of 20 percent. 
2. Harvest floor of 160 NMBF/yr and ceiling of 478 MMBF/yr. 
3. Ending inventory. 
4. 95 percent CMAI. 
5. Riparian and minimum viable fishery MMR's. 
6. Potential elk summer range greater than or equal to 31,000 elk/y=. for 

all 15 decades. 
Purpose: Defines the maximum potential to produce elk from winter and summer 
=age. subject to the above constraints. 
Results: 

1. The PNV is $648 MM, 51 percent lower than run #7. 
2. The average potential from winter range is 22,836 elk annually. This 1s 

achieved by burning 11 percent of the winter range and designating the 
remanning winter range to timber management. 

3. The potential summer range IS 31,000 elk annually for all 15 decades. 
The constraint level of 31,000 elk on summer range was determined by a separate 
run with a goal of 40,000 potential elk on summer range. The 31,000 potential 
was as close as the run could get to the goal. The 31,000 elk on summer range 
is achieved by designating most of the roadless summer to nontimber 
prescriptions. 

4. Elk numbers on winter range average only 13,460 elk for the first 
decade. 

5. First decade timber harvest is about 175 MMBF/yr. 
Conclusions: 

1. Potential winter range is the limiting factor on elk production. given 
the constraints of this run. 

2. Over the planning horizon. cutting timber on the winter range will 
produce more elk than burning. Burning produces more elk in decade one, but by 
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decades three and four, forage production that results from timber cutting in 
decade one will produce three times as many elk as burning. 

3. In the early decades, potential elk on winter range could be increased 
with a slight decrease in potential winter range (22,020 elk), if an objective 
function of maximizing potential winter for the first five decades was 
applied. Elk production will average 30,325 elk in decades one to five. This 
can be accomplished by burning 28 percent of the winter range and designating 
the remainder to timber management. 

4. Very little timber harvest is occurring on the roadless summer range to 
achieve the 31,000 potential elk. This is based on the philosophy of the less 
disturbance the elk receive, the more elk will be produced. 

RUN 14 

Identification: TIM 
Objective Function: Maximize timber for 15 decades. 
Constraints: 

1. Sequential lower bound of 0 percent (NDY) and upper bound of 20 percent. 
2. Harvest floor of 160 MMEIF/yr and ceiling of 478 MMRF/yr. 
3. Ending inventory. 
4. Rotations based on 95 percent CMAI. 
5. Riparian and minimum viable fishery MMR's. 

Purpose: Defines the maximum potential for timber given the above constraints 
and objectives. 
Results: 

1. PNV is $1196 MM, 9 percent lower than run #7. 
2. First decade harvest volume IS 326 MMRF/yr and an increase of 30 MMRF/yr 

from run #7. 
3. Long-term sustained yield (LTSY) is 1325 MMCF/decade, an increase of 28 

MMCF from run #7. 
Conclusions: 

1. The drop in PNV is a result of maximizing timber rather than PNV, which 
indicates some low value timberlands enter the solution when using the maximum 
timber objective function. 

2. The harvest schedule for this run is the highest possible timber output 
from the Forest, given the constraint set and objective function used. 

15 RUN 

Identification: WL2 
Objective Function: Maximize present net value with maximum wilderness. 
Constraints: 

1. Sequential lower bounds of 0 percent (NDY) and upper bounds of 20 
percent. 

2. Ceiling of 478 MMRF/yr. 
3. Ending inventory. 
4. Rotations based on 95 percent CMAI. 
5. Riparisn MMR. 
6. Low fishable sediment constraint on all Districts but Palouse. Minimum 

viable sediment constraint on Palouse District except for Elk Creek which is 
low fishable. 

7. Designate all roadless areas to wilderness management. 
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Purpose: Shows the outputs and effects of having the maximum amount of land 
designated to wilderness while managing the watersheds for a low fishable 
condrtzon on the developed portlons of the Forest. 
Results: 

1. PNV 1s $811 MM, 39 percent lower than run #7. 
2. LTSY is 592 MMCF/decade. 
3. Total wlderness designated 1s 1,096,635 acres. 
4. The first decade harvest volume 1s 147 MMBF/yr from 555,000 acres of 

sultable land. 
Conclusions: 

1. The model 1s able to maintain near current harvest levels from only the 
developed portlons of the Forest by trading off fishery values. A more 
realistic fishery objective of providing a moderate to high habitat condition 
will be used when this run is formed into an alternative. 

RUN 16 

Identification: AA6 
Objective Function: Maximize present net value under current management. 
Constraints: 

1. Sequential lower bound of 0 percent (NDY) and upper bound of 20 percent. 
2. First decade harvest volume of 170 MMBF/yr. 
3. Ending inventory. 
4. Rotations based on 95 percent CMAI. 
5. Riparian MMR. 
6. Moderate fishable all Districts except II2 minimum viable and Dl roaded 

low fish. 
7. Produce 15.000 elk mInimum winter range for 15 decades. 
8. Defer harvest in the Elk Summit area for the first decade. 
9. Various prescription constraints to mirror current management dIrectIon. 

Purpose: Use as a base to compare alternatives and also as a measure of 
effects under a "current dIrection" alternative. 
Results: 

1. PNV is $1094 MM, a 17 percent drop when compared to run #7 which mirrors 
the current direction. 

2. The model designated 56.270 acres to minimum level and still was able to 
meet the objectives and constraints of the run. 

3. The harvest volumes are below RPA about 40 MMBF/yr until the 5th decade 
when the RPA level is reached. 
Conclusions: 

1. This run, constrained to mirror current management, was feasible and can 
be considered to represent the effects and outputs under "current direction." 

2. The minimum level designation consists, in part, of lands uneconomical 
for timber productlon and partly of lands that required a "do nothing" 
designation to meet the constraints, particularly the sediment constraint. 

This concludes the benchmark analysis as structured to determine maximum and 
minimum resource levels for the major resources. Table B-19 displays the 
outputs and effects of these runs. Table B-20 displays the constraints of all 
runs; Table B-21 displays the designations of acres; and Table B-23 shows the 
present value benefits and present value costs by resource. 
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Table B-19 Benchmark AnalySlS 

RUN # 1 2 3 3a 4 4a 5 7 
RUN ID MO5 PR2 PC3 PC4 PM4 PN3 PPI PS2 

OUTPUTS and EFFECTS Ave A”” 

present Net Value MM$ 1110 7 
LTSY MMCF 135 5 
SuItable Timberland ACRE 1329 
Nonsultable Land ACRE 284 
NOnprOdUCtlYe Land ACRE 224 

Timber HarYeSt “01 MMBF 
Decade 1 624 

(Exeludlng Non- 2 623 
Interchange- 3 593 

able volume) 5 551 

Sediment Produced M TONS 
Decade 1 324 

2 181 
3 199 
5 54 

Elk HabItat 
Potential Winter M ELK 

Decade 1 12 
2 26 

3 34 
5 21 

1592 5 1600 2 1566 2 1419 2 1340 3 1317 4 1320 1 

137 7 139 4 139 7 130 8 125 6 125 2 129 9 
1301 1304 1317 1242 1218 1210 1249 

312 309 296 371 395 403 364 
224 224 224 224 224 224 224 

361 111 385 318 295 285 296 
425 633 445 363 339 328 342 
505 621 529 437 407 392 407 
709 595 607 614 573 548 553 

84 14 91 58 39 38 39 
60 101 63 80 47 46 47 
87 120 91 72 55 52 56 

103 96 91 88 52 51 39 

13 12 13 13 13 13 15 
27 21 27 24 28 27 30 
33 29 34 32 32 32 35 
17 23 18 18 16 19 23 

Elk HabItat 
Potential summer M ELK 

Decade 1 21 21 21 21 21 
2 18 20 20 19 20 
3 17 19 19 18 19 
5 13 14 14 14 15 

capacity to. 
SemlprlmltlYe 
Recreation 

Decade 1 
2 

3 
5 

Range Forage 
EXlStlng 

Decade 1 
2 

3 
5 

M RYD 

310 316 330 316 318 
246 280 284 267 296 
225 269 262 254 281 

152 168 167 150 179 

21 21 21 
20 20 20 
18 18 18 

15 15 15 

314 316 318 
289 289 284 

253 254 243 
167 190 175 

M Aus 
16 16 16 16 16 16 16 

17 17 17 17 17 17 17 

17 17 17 17 17 17 17 
20 20 20 20 20 20 20 

16 

1-I 
17 
20 
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(Table B-19 cant , Benchmark Analysis 
_________.__._._________________________--~~-~-------~~~~~~~---~--------------~---------------~~~ 

RUN # 9 11 12 13 14 15 16 
RUN ID MU1 MWI MIN EL2 TIM WI.2 ~6 

OUTPUTS and EFFECTS .kve..hn. 

present Net Value MM$ 
LTSY M M C P  
Suitable Tlnlberland ACRE 
Nonsuitable Iand ACRE 
Nonproductive land ACRE 

Timber HarVeSt VOL 
Decade 1 

(EXCl”dhS Non- a 
interchangeable 3 
volume) 5 

Sediment P~od”ce* 
Decade 1 

2 

3 
5 

Elk Habitat 
Potential winter 

Decade 1 
2 

3 
5 

Elk HabItat 
Potential summer 

Decade 1 
2 

3 
5 

capacity POP 
semiprimitive 
ReCl-e.tiO” 

Decade 1 
* 

3 
5 

Range ml-Age 
Existing 

Decade 1 
2 

3 
5 

M M B P  

M  TONS 

M  ELK 

M  ELK 

1192 5 1172.7 287 7 648 1196 810 g 1093 8 
124 7 129.4 0 485 1385 592 103 

1211 1245 0 504 1285 555 1041 
402 368 1613 1109 328 1058 626 
224 224 224 224 224 224 224 

286 

329 
391 
541 

290 
335 
398 
551 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

12 
10 

9 
4 

175 326 147 170 
171 379 167 206 

169 445 205 239 
179 549 261 349 

39 40 
46 46 

51 53 
51 35 

22 

17 
20 

9 

15 
14 
11 
41 

46 12 18 
46 12 26 

53 21 31 
53 17 25 

13 
21 
26 
20 

12 14 17 
19 18 31 
25 20 30 
24 11 17 

20 

19 
18 

15 

13 
19 
24 

23 

21 

19 
18 

15 

18 31 20 18 21 
18 31 19 18 20 
10 31 18 18 20 
18 31 14 17 19 

M  RVD 

314 315 332 338 304 
290 277 332 335 274 
255 243 332 328 245 
190 175 332 318 155 

%  A"" 
16 16 0 12 16 
17 17 0 13 17 
17 17 0 13 17 
20 20 0 16 20 

0 264 
0 241 

0 227 
Cl 191 

13 16 
14 17 
14 17 
17 20 
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‘ 
____________________------.----------------.-----------------.-------------------------------------------------- 

Table B-Z0 (Part I, summary Of major modeling COnStrslnts and 
opporturnty coats Explored in the Be”ChlnarkS 

1 Timber HaPYeSt, TImbe* Polley and Ml”lrn”rn Management Requirements 

~3 (PNV=$~~OO mm) 

i 

u h I. Bounds Of 20% on 
Timber Scheduling - $8 MM 

PR2 ~PN”=$1592 MM) 

Nondeclining Ylel.3 “la 
a” Upper Bound Of 201 
$34 MM 

~4 (mv=$1566 MM) 

Riparlan, Fish an.3 water 
Quality with Nondeclinlng 
Yield and an Upper Bound 
of 20X - $246 MM 

JI 
PS~ mw=~1320 mm) 

Rlpalla” Are.9 ObJectIves 
“itI3 rlepartlrre - $173 MM 

r4 (PN"=$IYlg MM) 

Pisheries,Water Quality 
ObJeCtlVeS vlth DepaPt"Pe 
$79 m 

Jf 
PN3 ~PNY=$1340 MM) 

Market Values with 
Nondeelinlng Yield an.3 
an Upper Bound Of 20% 
$147 MM 

V 
MWI ~PN”=61173 MM) ( I 

1 

95% CMAI with 
cwparture - $23 MM 

PPI (PNV.81317 ml, 

I 

Market “al”es with 
kw2t~m - 8125 MM 

Nondecllnlng Yield 
Wlt.h Market Ysl”eS - $19 
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Table B-20 (Part II, summary Of MalOP Modeling Constraints and 
Opportunity costs Explored I” the Benchmarks 

2 MaLXlm”m Resource OUtpUtS 

PSZ ~PNY=.§1320 MM, 

1 (PN”=$288 mm, EL2 (~Nv=S648 mm) TIM (~~~$1196 nun WL2 ~PN”=S811 mm) ~6 (~w=$1094 MM 
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1 MO5 

2 PR2 

3 PC3 

3a PC4 

4 PM4 

4a PN3 

5 PPI 

7 PS2 

9 MU1 

11 MWI 

12 MIN 

13 El.2 

14 TIM 

15 WL2 

16 AAI 

0 

28 0 

25 3 

11 6 

85 8 

109 5 

111 6 

78 3 

117 3 

83 8 

283 9 

283 9 

283 9 

283 9 

283 9 

283 9 

283 9 

283 4 

283 9 

283 9 

1837 1 0 

247 2 283 9 

43 6 283 9 

37 4 1213 4 

56 3 382 4 

224 1 1296 6 27 2 

224 1 1289 1 6 2 

224 1 1294 1 3 7 

224 1 1305 0 6 2 

224 1 1125 6 5 5 

224 1 976 1 130 5 

a4 1 961 0 142 6 

224 1 1029 7 99 0 

224 1 964 0 135 7 

224 1 1026 2 100 6 

0 0 0 

224 1 111 6 336 4 

224 1 960 1 191 5 

28 3 413 6 84 8 

129 3 759 4 82 7 

54 

54 

57 

54 

54 

55 

59 

29 

61 

57 

0 

28 

0 

05 

92 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

105 9 0 

106 3 0 

106 3 0 

116 9 0 

105 4 0 

112 2 0 

0 0 

52 6 312 0 

133 5 0 

56 0 0 

106 5 46 67 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

16 7 249 11 

0 0 

27 0 

41 8 46 1 
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Table B-22. Dmcounted Costs, Benefits, and Present Net Value 

Discounted Costs Discounted Benefits Present Net Value 
Benchmark MillIon $ Change Million $ Change MillIon $ Change 

PC3 754 2354 1600 
>+42 >+35 >-8 

PR2 7% 2389 1592 
>+I8 >-8 >-26 

PC4 814 2381 1566 
>-87 >-235 >-147 

PM4 727 2146 1419 
>-39 >-118 >-79 

PN3 688 2028 1340 
>-6 >-26 >-1g 

PS2 682 2002 1320 
>-12 >-14 >-4 

PPl 670 1988 1317 
>+llO >-12 >-121 

TIM 780 1976 1196 
>-112 >-116 b-4 

MU1 668 1860 1192 
>+6 >-13 >-1g 

MWl 674 1847 1173 
>+472 >+410 j-62 

MO5 1146 2257 1111 
s-669 >-686 >-17 

AA6 477 1571 1094 
j-73 >-356 >-283 

WL2 404 1215 811 
>+2 >-161 >-163 

EL2 406 1054 648 
>-342 >-702 >-360 

MN1 64 352 288 
__-_-____________-______________________---------------------------------------- 
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Table B-23. Discounted Benefits and Costs for Resource Groups l 

(mlllion dollars) 

DIscounted Benefits Discounted Costs 
J33;h- Present )I 

Net Value Timber Recreation Range Other Timber Roads Recreation Range Other 
____------______________________________--------------------------------------------------- 

PO3 1600 2020 321 6 8 347 272 38 1 95 

PR2 1592 2061 314 6 8 372 289 38 1 95 

PC4 1566 2056 312 6 7 386 293 38 1 95 

PM4 1419 1808 324 6 9 332 259 39 1 95 

PN3 1340 1685 329 6 9 315 234 42 1 95 

PS2 1320 1658 330 6 9 311 232 42 1 95 

PPl 1317 1656 319 6 8 302 229 42 1 95 

TIM 1196 1645 319 6 7 384 252 47 1 95 

MU1 1192 1654 193 6 7 299 230 42 1 95 

MWl ll73 1641 193 6 7 304 231 42 1 95 

MO5 1111 1973 274 6 4 547 463 40 1 95 

AA6 1094 1183 371 6 12 173 160 47 1 96 

WL2 811 830 369 5 12 143 107 56 1 96 

EL2 648 665 373 4 12 135 111 63 1 96 

MN1 288 0 339 0 13 .25 15 6 0 44 
.  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  1..  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  

* The comparison of ndlndual resource costs and benefits from this table can be mzlead- 
Ing because the cost figures for an lndlvidual resource do not contain those costs that are 
"Joint" and are Included only in the "Other Costs" category. 
_------_________________________________--------------------------------------------------- 
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b. Conclusions and Effects on PNV from Resource Supply 
Potentials, Min Level and Current Management Benchmarks 

The Minimum Level Benchmark defines the outputs associated with custodial 
management and the unavoidable costs and benefits of public ownership. 
Management under this benchmark reduces PNV by 78 percent. The unavoidable 
costs are about $2.5 MM annually or 20 percent of the 1980 budget. The run 
defines the lowest elk winter range potential of all the benchmarks decreasing 
from 11.628 annually in the first decade to 2.759 elk III decade 15. This is 
because no timber management occurs on the winter range. The capacity for 
primitive and semiprimitive visitor days are the highest the Forest can 
maintain for all 15 decades. 

Run compared: Run #7 (PS2) PNV = $1320 MN 
fun #12 (MN~) PNV = $288 MM 

Reduction in PNV: $1.032 MM. - 

The Maximum Wildlife Benchmark defines the maximum potential to produce elk 
from winter and summer range. Management under this benchmark reduces PNV by 
51 percent. Potential winter range is the limiting factor. given the 
constraints of this run. Over the plannrng horizon, cutting timber on the 
winter range will produce more elk than burning. Burning produces more elk in 
decade one. but by decades three and four forage production that results from 
timber cuttxng in decade one will produce three times as many elk as burning. 

The elk numbers on winter range averaged 22,836 elk annually for 15 decades. 
However, in decades one to three the elk numbers only averaged 13,460 elk. As 
a result, another FORPLAN run was made to maximize potential winter range in 
decades one to five only. (See plsnnlng record, FORPLAN Benchmark Runs, run 
ID: EL3.) This run resulted in a slight decrease in the average potential 
winter range for 15 decades (22,020 elk) but in decades one to three the 
average potential increased to 30,612 elk. This was accomplished by burning 
more winter range (42,000 acres vs 16,770 acres) and scheduling more timber 
harvest xn the early decades. 

Very little timber harvest is occurring on the roadless summer range to achieve 
the 31,000 potential elk. This is based on the philosophy of the less 
dwturbance the elk receive the more elk produced. 

Run compared: Run #7 (PS2) PNV q $1320 MM 
Run #13 (EL2) PNV = $648 MM 

Reduction in PNV: $672 MM. 

The Maximum Timber Benchmark defines the maximum potential for timber given the 
same set of constraints as the maximum PNV run (PS2). Management under this 
benchmark reduces PNV by 9 percent. The drop in PNV 1s a result of maxlmislng 
timber rather than PNV. which indicates some low value timberlands enter the 
solution when using the maximum timber obJective function. The harvest 
schedule for this run is the highest possible timber output from the Forest, 
given the constraint set and ObJeCtiVe functmn used. 

Run compared: Run #7 (PS2) PNV = $1320 MM 
RUG #14 (TIM) PNV = $1196 MM 

Reduction in PNV: $124 MM. 
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The Maximum Wilderness Benchmark displays the outputs and effects of having the 
maxImum amount of land In wilderness management while the watersheds on the 
developed portions of the Forest are being managed at low fxshable standard. 
Management under this alternatrve reduced PNV by 39 percent. The model IS able 
to malntaln near current harvest levels from only the developed portions of the 
Forest and still meet the mlnlmum requxement of flsherles. 

Run compared: Run #7 (PS2) PNV = $1320 MM 
Run ,915 (WL2) PNV = $811 MM 

Reduction in PNV: $509 MM. 

The Current Management Benchmark 1s used as a base In cornparIng alternatives 
and as a measure of effects under a "current dlrectlon" alternatlve. PNV 1s 
reduced by 17 percent. Thx reduction In PNV 1s prlmarlly the result of the 
first decade harvest constrarnt of 170 MMBF/yr. Other more restrictive 
constraints that also caused a reduction In PNV are the various prescription 
constraints applied to mirror current management hxgher sediment constraints, 
and requirrng a mInImum of 15,000 elk on winter range. 

Run compared: Run #7 (PS2) PNV = $1320 MM 
Run #16 (AA6) PNV = $1094 MM 

Reduction In PNV: $226 MM. 

c. Production Potentials 

The benchmarks provide lnformatlon about production and potential economics of 
the Forest. This section discusses the potential and efficient mix of resource 
outputs. 

(1) Economx Potential of Max PNV wth 
AssIgned Values (Benchmark PS2) 

The maxImum PNV of the Forest 1s defined xn the Max PNV Benchmark (PS2) with 
the following constraints: nondeclinlng yield with a link to long-term 
sustaIned yield and a 20 percent upper bound, rotations based on 95 percent of 
the CMAI, and minimum management requirements. The PNV of this benchmark is 
$1,320 MM. Other benchmarks analyzed had higher PNV's, but did not meet the 
timber polxy and legal requirements to be consIdered In this analysis. 

Trmber management 1s cost efflclent on 94 percent of the tentatively sultable 
lands, or 1.249.6 M acres. Timber harvest In the first decade averages 297 
MMBF per year. About 82 percent of the suitable lands are designated to a 
timber emphasx, 8 percent to wIldlIfe emphasis, 9 percent to riparlan, and 1 
percent to visual management. Summer range IS lxmltlng elk productlon in all 
decades but the first. Capacity for prrmxtlve and semiprlmitive recreation 
reduces to 633,150 vxsltor days by decade 15. 

(2) Fwed Costs of Public Land 
Ownership (Benchmark MNl) 

The cost of malntalnlng the Forest in public ownershxp. protecting exxting 
facllltles, and provldlng for uncontrollable outputs 1s $2.5 MM. The major 
actlvltles Include: 
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- Facilities maintenance would be reduced to levels which protect the 
incidental user. 

- Fire suppression would be limited to preventing safety hazards and 
protecting adjacent landowners. 

- Timber harvest, road construction, and livestock grazing activities 
would be limited to completing current contracts. 

The present value of the costs is $64 MM, and the distribution is: 

Recreation/Wildlife 11 percent 
Roads 23 percent 
Timber <l percent 
Other 65 percent 

(3) Timber Potential (Benchmarks TIM, WL2) 

The Forest has the ability to produce more timber than it is currently 
producing. The impact on fisheries would be substantial due to necessary road 
construction and other sediment-producing activities. The Maximum Timber 
Benchmark, TIM, was modeled to address the capability of harvesting maximum 
yields of timber on the entire Forest. An objective of maximizing timber for 
15 decades was run with the following constraints: NDY with an upper bound of 
20 percent, harvest floor of 160 MMBF/yr and a ceiling of 478 MMBF/yr. 
rotations based on 95 percent CMAI, and MMR's. First decade timber harvest 
averages 326 MMBF/yr. and the long-term sustained yield (LTSY) is about 600 
MMBF/yr. 

The Maxmum Wilderness Benchmark (WL2) displayed a maximum of 146 MMBF/yr. 
This would be produced in the first decade from the developed portion of the 
Forest when using a low fishery objective. The developed portion of the Forest 
has a LTSY of about 266 MMBF/yr. 

(4) Anadromous Fisheries (Benchmark MNl) 

Annually, the Forest has the biological potential to produce 717.500 anadromous 
smelts (summer steelhead and spring chinook) and 598,400 resident fish. The 
Forest's fish habitat is currently producing 571,500 anadromous smelts and 
523,600 resident fish. 

Timber harvesting/road construction activities cause sediment which has a 
detrimental effect on fisheries habitat. Since the minimum level run does not 
have timber harvest or road construction, it produces the maximum potential for 
fisheries habitat. 

(5) Wildlife Potential (Benchmark EL2) 

The average potential for elk on winter range is 22,836 elk annually. The 
average potential on summer range is 31,000 elk annually. 

Potential winter range is the limiting factor, given the constraints of this 
run. Over the planning horizon, cutting timber on the winter range will 
produce more elk than burning. Burning produces more elk in decade one, but by 
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decades three and four, forage production that results from timber cutting in 
decade one will produce three times as many elk as burning. The elk on winter 
range averaged 22,836 elk annually for 15 decades. However, in decades 
one-to-three the elk only averaged 13,460. As a result, another FORPLAN run 
was made to maximize potential winter range in decades one to five only. (See 
planning record, FORPLAN Benchmark Runs, run ID EL3.) This run resulted in a 
slight decrease in the average potential winter range for 15 decades (22,020 
elk), but in decades one-to-three, the average potential increased to 30,612 
elk. This was accomplished by burning more winter range (42,000 acres vs 
16,770 acres) and scheduling more timber harvest in the early decades. 

Very little timber harvest is occurring on the roadless summer range to achieve 
the 31,000 elk potential. This is based on the philosophy of the less 
disturbance the elk receive the more elk will be produced. 

The Minimum Level Benchmark (MNl) defines the lowest potential elk winter range 
of the benchmarks decreasing from 11.628 elk annually in the first decade to 
2,759 elk in decade 15. This is due to the lack of timber management and 
burning on the winter range. Forage production declines as the trees get 
older. 

(6) Potential Wilderness (Benchmark WL2) 

The roadless resource consists of 950,311 acres in 16 separate areas. All of 
the Forest's roadless areas are presently, by definition, eligible for 
inclusion in the National Wilderness Preservation System. They range in size 
from 100 acres to 235,510 acres. The Maximum Wilderness Benchmark designates 
all 950,311 acres to recommended wilderness. Along with existing wilderness, 
Wild and Scenic River, and Research Natural Areas, the total classified area 
would be 1.209.476 acres or 66 percent of the Forest. 

(7) Potential Dispersed Recreation (Benchmark MNI) 

The highest level of semiprimitive recreational capacity that can be maintained 
is 332,000 visitor days/year. This is produced from the roadless areas and 
does not include wilderness visitor days. 

(8) Resource and Economic Potential 
Under Current Management (Benchmark AA6) 

Continuing current management with no budget constraint but a first decade 
harvest constraint of 170 MMBF/yr provides for a moderate level of roadless, 
wilderness, livestock forage, and elk winter range forage. Timber harvest 
starts at 170 MMBF/year for the first decade, then increases to 519 MMBF/year 
for decade 15. Of the 1,041.O M acres in the suitable timber base, 73 percent 
is assigned to the timber emphasis: 8 percent is assigned to the wildlife 
emphasis; 9 percent is assigned to visuals; and 10 percent is assigned to the 
riparian emphasis. 
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d. Resource Relationship 

(1) Timber Harvest/Roadless and Wilderness Designation 

Timber harvest levels and roadless/wllderness desrgnations are Inversely 
related. The mix of resources whxh maximizes PNV (PS2) allows no additIona 
roadless/wlldernesses and 98 percent of the potential timber harvest (596 
MMBF). As the roadless/wllderness 1s increased above the mlnlmum, the 
efflclent level of harvest over 150 years decreases. When roadless/wilderness 
1s msxlmlzed (950,311 acres), the efflclent level of timber output is 266 MMBF. 
or 44 percent of the potential. 

(2) Timber Harvest/Livestock Forage 

Creating livestock forage with timber harvest could Increase potential 
livestock grazing by 20 percent. The mix of timber harvest and livestock 
forage which maxlmxes PNV for asslgned values is 98 percent of the potential 
timber (596 MMBF) and 100 percent of potential lIvestock (209 M AUM). 
Antxlpated lIvestock use IS expected to increase to 209 M AUM by the year. 
2030. 

(3) Timber Harvest/Elk Forage on Winter Range 

Creating elk forage on winter range with timber harvest would increase 
potential elk habltat from 15 M elk to 23 M elk. The mix of timber harvest and 
elk forage which maximizes PNV for asslgned values is 98 percent of the 
potential timber harvest (596 MMBF) and 95 percent of the potential elk (22 M 
elk). 

(4) Timber Harvest/Elk ProductIon on Summer Range 

Trmber harvest levels and elk productlon on summer range are Inversely 
related. The maxxmum potential for elk production on summer range is 31,000 
elk. This 1s achieved by desqnatlng the maJor1t.y of the roadless summer range 
to roadless management. This 1s based on the philosophy of the less 
disturbance the elk receive, the more elk ~111 use the summer range. The mix 
of timber harvest and elk productlon on summer range that maximizes PNV for 
asslgned values IS 98 percent of the potential timber harvest (596 MMBF) and 32 
percent of the potential elk on summer range (9.850 elk). 

(5) Timber Harvest/Anadromous Fisheries HabItat 

Timber harvest levels directly affect anadromous fxsherles habitat by the 
adverse Impact of road-bullding on stream habltat. Timber harvest was llmited 
in all benchmarks to habltat to support mlnimum viable populations of 
anadromous fish. The mix of timber harvest and anadromous fish habitat which 
maxlmlses PNV is 98 percent of the potential timber harvest (596 MMBF) and 60 
percent of potential anadromous fish habltat. Maximlzlng potential anadromous 
fish IS attalned at the minimum level, where timber harvest 1s discontinued. 

B-96 



(6) Livestock Forage/Roadless 
and Wilderness Designation 

Producing high levels of roadless areas and livestock forage is not possible 
because roadless area designation precludes creating transitory forage with 
timber harvest. 

(7) Elk Forage/Roadless Area 
and Wilderness Designation 

Elk forage production on winter range is decreased when roadless area 
designation is maximized because the acres of timber harvest and burning which 
create forage are decreased. Elk forage production decreases to 13,195 elk or 
only 57 percent of potential (23 M elk). 

3. Management Implications of the Benchmark Analysis 

a. Ability to Meet RPA Objectives 
as Assigned in the Regional Guide 

Following is a discussion of the Forest Rangeland Renewable Resource Planning 
Act (RPA) obJectives for the Clearwater National Forest as contained in the 
Regional Guide, and the outlook for meeting those objectives based on the 
information gained from the benchmark analysis. 

The RPA program objectives assigned to the Forest are based on the 1980 
assessment. 

(1) Recreation 

(a) Developed: Developed recreation was not included as a scheduled output in 
the FORPLAN model. However, estimates based on total capacity and projected 
demand indicate that existing facilities are adequate to meet demand until 
about 2005. This proJection does not consider the distribution of that use. 

(b) Roaded Natural: The capacity to provide recreation in a roaded natural 
setting exceeds current use and RPA projected demand in all benchmarks. 

(c) s emiprrmitive: Due to the large amount of roadless area, all benchmark 
runs showed excess capacity for this type of recreation in the early decades. 
As the roadless areas became developed for timber production in benchmark runs 
with objectives of maximizing timber or present net value, the projected demand 
for roadless recreation exceeded capacity. This occurred at about the end of 
the second decade. The minimum level run showed the highest possible output 
for primitive and semiprimitive recreation at 332,000 visitor days annually for 
all decades. Both the minimum level and maximum elk runs satisfied demand for 
this type of recreation until about the fourth decade. 

(d) Wilderness: All of the benchmarks were run with only the existing 
Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness for wilderness recreational outputs, except the 
Maximum Wilderness run in which all roadless areas were designated to 
wilderness. Under Maximum Wilderness the projected demand would be met until 
the end of the fourth decade. 
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RPA objectives for range forage can be met within the existing allotments. A 
large potential exists to accommodate increased animal unit month outputs from 
transitory range if demand increases. 

(3) Timber 

Potential timber is above the RPA objective in all runs that have a maximum PNV 
or timber objective function. It appears, however, that only an alternative 
that emphasizes timber production on nearly all suitable land will fully meet 
or exceed the RPA objectives for timber harvest. Alternatives that contain 
substantial wilderness or unroaded management proposals and/or high wildlife or 
fisheries objectives are not likely to meet RPA timber output objectives. 

Reforestation and timber stand improvement (TSI) objectives as shown in the 
Regional Guide appear high. Reforestation acreage should be about 6000 acres 
annually and TSI about 1500 acres. These acreages will be established in the 
Preferred Alternative, but will probably need to be revised downward from the 
Regional Guide. 

(4) Wildlife 

The existing population is estimated to be greater than 15,000 animals. The 
Regional Guide goals for the Forest are 19,900 elk by 1990 which could be 
reached by the year 2000 in most alternatives. 

(5) Fisheries 

Potential anadromous and resident fish as shown in the Regional Guide are 
realistic. The habitat objectives. however, are not realistic for the 
benchmark runs that had as an MMR constraint only a minimum viable fishery. 
Alternatives formulated to meet higher fish habitat ObJectives than minimum 
viable will require further constraints on sediment production. 

(6) Research Natural Areas 

Research natural area targets are attainable with the exception of FESC/SYAL 
(rough fescue-snowberry), which to our knowledge is not represented in the 
Forest. 

b. Ability to Resolve Public Issues and Concerns 

The major issues center around timber production, recommended wilderness, 
potential elk population, sediment produced and the resulting impact to 
fisheries, and the transportation system needed to implement the Plan. Other 
issues relating to the major issues are visual resource, special areas, stream 
candidates for Wild and Scenic River status, energy transmission corridor, and 
cultural resources. 

Because of the considerable decision space that is available in the major 
resource areas there appears to be opportunities to resolve most issues. 
Regardless of available decision space, it is not likely that the roadless area 
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designation issue can be resolved to everyone's satisfaction. Designation of 
"nonwilderness" roadless areas to any management that precludes development 
will probably be opposed. Designations that call for roadless area 
development, especially some key areas will no doubt be opposed. 

Some concerns relating to roadless area development may be mitigated through 
scheduling of activities and by limiting access, as is prescribed under the 
elk/timber management standards for key elk summer range. These measures are 
also responsive to the efforts for gray wolf recovery. 

Addressing the water quality concerns and fishery habitat conditions will be 
constraining on the rate of development and harvest that can take place in some 
drainages, particularly those impacted in the past. Scheduling of activities 
can reduce the effects up to a point, but a reduction of timber harvest will 
result in alternatives with high fish objectives. 

c. Opportunities to Provide Levels and 
Mixes of Outputs in Alternatives 

High potential for timber outputs are shown in all benchmark runs except 
Minimum Level, Maximum Elk, and Maximum Wilderness. With all legal constraints 
and MMR's being applied, the potential for timber production is about 100 
MMBF/yr above the RPA levels assigned the Forest in the Regional Guide. As 
additional constraints are applied by alternative, a wide range of timber 
outputs should result with some being at or above the RPA level for timber. 

On the high nonmarket end of the "reasonable range of alternatives" the large 
roadless area acreage of the Clearwater provides a wide decision space and 
opportunities for high levels of nonmarket outputs. The realistic level at the 
nonmarket end would be an alternative that maintains all or most of the 
roadless areas in a roadless condition while continuing to provide market 
outputs from the developed portion of the Forest. 

Due to the large acreage of highly productive land and the large acreage of 
undeveloped land, many options are still open. This provides an opportunity to 
show a wide range of alternative levels and mixes of outputs. 

VII. FORMHLATION OF ALTERNATIVES 

A. OVERVIEW 

A Forest plan alternative is a mix of management prescriptions applied in 
specific amounts and locations to achieve desired management goals and 
obJectives. According to NFMA (36 CFR 219.12f) alternatives must: 

- Be within the maximum and minimum potential resource of the Forest to 
provide a full range of resource outputs and expenditure levels. 

- Be formulated to facilitate analysis of effects on PNV, resource use, and 
environmental trade-offs among alternatives. 
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- Be formulated to facilitate evaluation of present net value, benefits, 
and costs of achieving various outputs and nonpriced benefits. 

- Address and respond differently to major public issues. management 
concerns, and resource opportunities. 

- Represent the most cost-efficient combination of management prescriptions 
to meet the objectives of the alternative. 

- State the condition and uses that will result from long-term 
implementation. 

- State what goods and services will be produced, including timing and flow 
of outputs, and the costs and benefits generated. 

- State the resource management standards and guidelines. 

- State the purposes of the proposed management direction. 

Changes in Section VII and VIII have been made between the Draft EIS and Final 
EIS as a result of public review of the Draft EIS. The following is a list of 
those changes: 

-Alternative K has been added to development of alternatives: 

-Trade-offs among alternative and economic trade-off sections has been 
reviewed and revised as necessary. 

-Alternative K has been added to economic trade-offs section. 

-A table has been added in economic trade-off section ranking alternatives 
by PNV. 

-In Section VIII, D, a discussion about timber supply/demand and timber 
resource land suitability has been added. This section is based on the 
results of the Idaho Timber Supply study. 

-Section VIII, E, has been added. This IS a sensitivity analysis section. 
In this section, changes made to FORPLAN are discussed, effects of these 
changes are analyzed and a comparison of 1980 timber prices and trends to 
1985 prices and trends is presented. 

Formulating alternatives is planning step number five in the Forest planning 
process following the analysis of the management situation (AMS). During the 
analysis of the management situation a determination was made of the ability of 
the Forest to supply goods and services. Maximum and minimum output levels 
were established. These levels form the range within which the alternatives 
were developed. 

Two specific alternatives are required. One alternative must be developed 
which responds to and incorporates the RPA program tentative resource 
objectives. Another alternative must be developed to reflect the current and 
expected level of goods and services produced should current management be 
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continued (the "current direction" alternative). The process for formulating 
alternatives can best be explained in a series of steps: 

step 1. Major public issues were identified through public involvement. 
Internal management concerns were added to the list of issues. (See Appendix 
A.) These issues and concerns were reviewed by an ID team and consolidated 
into a set of planning questions to be answered. 

Step. A comprehensive multi-resource data base was formed based on the 
identified issues and concerns and stored in a computer retrieval system. 

Land analysis areas with similar physical and biological attributes 
%dentified. The capability, suitability, and management opportunities of 
specific areas of the Forest were considered in this step. 

Step 4. A set of management prescriptions was prepared to represent a variety 
of possible ways and intensities to manage the Forest. 

Step. The 362 analysis areas identified in Step 4 were assigned management 
prescriptions. Some analysis areas were assigned only one prescription while 
others were assigned a variety of prescriptions. Single prescription 
assignments limited the model's designation choices. (The applications of 
prescriptions to analysis areas results in management areas.) 

Step. Resource outputs and the associated costs and dollar values that would 
result when a prescription was implemented were calculated and entered into 
FORPLAN. 

Step. Demand was estimated for the resources involved in the planning 
questions. 

Step 8. Supply potentials were determined using FORPLAN. Various assumptions. 
constraints, and objectives were used to establish benchmarks for supply 
potentials of each resource. Benchmarks were established for the minimum, 
maximum, and constraint resource levels and maximum present net value. 
Existing resource supply and projected demand were compared to supply 
potentials of each benchmark. Opportunities to resolve issues and management 
concerns were identified for each resource by comparing existing and projected 
demand to potential production levels. These potentials, when compared to the 
current direction, identified opportunities and/or need for change. This step 
concluded the analysis of the management situation. 

9. step Alternative objectives were established to provide a broad range of 
options for future management. Selected benchmarks were used to define upper 
and lower limits for the production of each resource. These upper and lower 
limits outlined the "decision boundaries" for the resources. The ID team 
considered expected use, supply, potential (upper and lower limits), and 
evaluated public input to establish the range of alternatives within the 
decision spaces. Descriptions were written to define the resource management 
intent for each alternative. 

step 10. FORPLAN was again used to estimate the outputs and costs for each 
alternative by reflecting the objective of the alternative through a given set 
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of constraints. 

step 11. The results of the FORPLAN analysis for each alternative were 
evaluated to assure conformance with laws, policies, and guidelines. 
Refinements were made to insure that each alternative could be achieved. 

1. Cost Efficiency 

The ID team incorporated cost efficiency into the planning process. First, the 
most cost efficient prescriptions were identified. Second, the ID Team 
developed different alternatives and Identified the necessary constraints to 
address specific objectives, issues, and concerns. Third, constraints were 
assigned to FORPLAN with an objective function of maximizing present net value 
for each alternative. 

Each alternative resulted in a different set of prescriptions, which produced a 
different combination of priced and nonpriced outputs. All constraints had to 
be satisfied, or it would result in an infeasible run. The methodology used in 
alternative formulation and evaluation is discussed in Section IV of this 
Appendix. 

B. COMMON CONSTRAINTS 

The constraints applied to all alternatives resulted from NFMA regulations (36 
CFR 219), administration policy (Peterson, May 13, 1983). and suitability 
criteria identified in Forest Plan Note 169. 

1. Constraint: Require the timber harvest flow to be nondecllning m all 
alternatives except the Departure E Alternative. 
Purpose: To provide a sustained yield of wood products. 
Ratlonale: This assumes a constant supply or upward trend in timber 
supply. 
Trade-off: NondeclInIng yx+ld affects tlmberland suitability by 
designating marginal lands to timber management prescriptions. Without 
this constraint, lands are designated to minimum level. 

2. Constraint: Insure an appropriate level of timber inventory at the end of 
the planning horizon. 
Purpose: To assure that harvestable timber will be available in the 
decades immediately following the end of the planning horizon. 
Rationale: This assumes a future sustalned yield of timber harvest. 
Trade-off: Ending inventory constraints could affect PNV by limiting the 
harvest in early decades when net stumpage values are maximized. 

3. Constraint: Apply a sequential upper bound constraint (20 percent) to 
the volume of timber harvested. 
Purpose: To restrict the increase In timber harvest from one decade to the 
next. 
Rationale: This increase (20 percent) is about equal to the addition of 
one average sized sawmill wlthin the Clearwater National Forest's zone of 
influence. 
Trade-off: This reduces PNV. (See Section VT.) 
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continued (the "current direction" alternative). The process for formulating 
alternatives can best be explained in a series of steps: 

Step. Major public issues were identified through public involvement. 
Internal management concerns were added to the list of LSSU~S. (See Appendix 
A.) These issues and concerns were reviewed by an ID team and consolidated 
into a setof planning questions to be answered. 

Step. A comprehensive multi-resource data base was formed based on the 
identified issues and concerns and stored in a computer retrieval system. 

Step. Land analysis areas with similar physical and biological attributes 
were identified. The capability, suitability, and management opportunities of 
specific areas of the Forest were considered in this step. 

Step. A set of management prescriptions was prepared to represent a variety 
of possible ways and intensities to manage the Forest. 

Step. The 362 analysis areas identified in Step 4 were assigned management 
prescriptions. Some analysis areas were assigned only one prescription while 
others were assigned a variety of prescriptions. Single prescription 
assignments limited the model's designation choices. (The applications of 
prescriptions to analysis areas results in management areas.) 

Step. Resource outputs and the associated costs and dollar values that would 
result when a prescription was implemented were calculated and entered into 
FORPLAN. 

Step. Demand was estimated for the resources involved in the planning 
questions. 

Step. Supply potentials were determined using FORPLAN. Various assumptions, 
constraints, and objectives were used to establish benchmarks for supply 
potentials of each resource. Benchmarks were established for the minimum, 
maximum, and constraint resource levels and maximum present net value. 
Existing resource supply and projected demand were compared to supply 
potentials of each benchmark. Opportunities to resolve issues and management 
concerns were identified for each resource by comparing existing and projected 
demand to potential production levels. These potentials, when compared to the 
current direction, identified opportunities and/or need for change. This step 
concluded the analysis of the management situation. 

Step. Alternative Objectives were established to provide a broad range of 
options for future management. Selected benchmarks were used to define upper 
and lower limits for the production of each resource. These upper and lower 
limits outlined the "decision boundaries" for the resources. The ID team 
considered expected use, supply, potential (upper and lower limits), and 
evaluated public input to establish the range of alternatives within the 
decision spaces. Descriptions were written to define the resource management 
intent for each alternative. 

step 10. FORPLAN was again used to estimate the outputs and costs for each 
alternative by reflecting the ObJeCtiVe of the alternative through a given set 
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of constraints. 

step 11. The results of the FORPLAN analysis for each alternative were 
evaluated to assure conformance with laws, policies, and guidelines. 
Refinements were made to insure that each alternative could be achieved. 

1. Cost Efficiency 

The ID team incorporated cost efficiency into the planning process. First, the 
most cost efficient prescriptions were Identified. Second, the ID Team 
developed different alternatives and identified the necessary constraints to 
address specific objectives, issues, and concerns. Third, constraints were 
assigned to FORPLAN with an objective function of maximxing present net value 
for each alternative. 

Each alternative resulted in a different set of prescriptions, which produced a 
different combination of priced and nonpriced outputs. All constraints had to 
be satisfied, or it would result in an infeasible run. The methodology used in 
alternative formulation and evaluation is discussed in Section IV of this 
Appendix. 

B. COMMON CONSTRAINTS 

The constraints applied to all alternatives resulted from NFMA regulations (36 
CFR 219). administration policy (Peterson, May 13, 1983). and suitability 
criteria identified in Forest Plan Note 169. 

1. Constraint: Require the timber harvest flow to be nondeclining in all 
alternatives except the Departure E Alternative. 
Purpose: To provide a sustaIned yield of wood products. 
Rationale: This assumes a constant supply or upward trend in timber 
supply. 
Trade-off: Nondeclining yield affects timberland suitability by 
designating marginal lands to timber management prescriptions. Without 
this constraint, lands are designated to minimum level. 

2. Constraint: Insure an appropriate level of timber Inventory at the end of 
the planning horizon. 
Purpose: To assure that harvestable timber will be available in the 
decades immediately following the end of the planning horizon. 
Rationale: This assumes a future sustained yield of timber harvest. 
Trade-off: Ending inventory constraints could affect PNV by limiting the 
harvest in early decades when net stumpage values are maximized. 

3. Constraint: Apply a sequential upper bound constraint (20 percent) to 
the volume of timber harvested. 
Purpose: To restrict the increase m timber harvest from one decade to the 
next. 
Rationale: This increase (20 percent) is about equal to the addition of 
one average sized sawmill within the Clearwater National Forest's zone of 
influence. 
Trade-off: This reduces PNV. (See Section VI.) 
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4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

Constraint: Protect riparian zones by limiting timber harvest to 
about 13 percent of the suitable timber base, the percentage of the 
suitable base that IS riparian area, and by restricting accessed to 5.6 
percent per decade. A shelterwood harvest pattern will limit the amount of 
timber harvest in future decades. 
Purpose: To protect the areas most critical to a wide range of resources 
including timber, wildlife and fish, recreation, and water. 
Rationale: This prevents overcutting of riparian ecosystems. 
Trade-off: Riparian zone protection reduces PNV by limiting the amount of 
timber harvest and by increasing logging and timber management costs to 
meet the harvest and road restrictions needed to protect the resources 
within the riparian zone. 

Constraint: Assure maximum timber harvest in the first decade is less 
or equal to 1062 million cubic feet (478 million board feet per year). 
Purpose: To restrict the first decade maximum timber harvest volume. 

mill Rationale: This limits the harvest volume to be less than or equal to 
capacity. The manufacturing capability of sawmills within the Clearwater 
National Forest's marketing area for the past five years is 1062 million 
cubic feet. 
Trade-off: There are no trade-off based on the benchmark analysis. All 
first decade timber harvest volumes are below this constraint. 

Constraint: Set a minimum rotation ages at the age where 95 percent of 
the CMAI timber volume occurs. 
Purpose: To assure that timber is harvested at or beyond its maximum mean 
annual growth rate. 
Rationale: This provides rotation ages that maintain high productivity and 
that abide by Forest Service Manual direction. 
Trade-off: This creates a slight reduction in PNV. (See Section VI.) 

Constraint: Set a 15 percent access constraint for suitable timberland on 
roadless areas in all alternatives except Alternative A (current 
direction). 
Purpose: To limit the area of roadless land accessed and the volume of 
timber harvested in decade one. 
Rationale: This prohibits the large increase in areas and volume accessed 
by spatially distributing sawtimber areas. Budget ceilings and 
work-year-equivalents (manpower) limit the Forest's ability to develop 
roadless areas. 
Trade-off: This reduces PNV and first decade timber harvest. Effects vary 
by alternative. 

than 

Constraint: Apply a visual/timber management prescription to all major 
roads and trails except in Alternatives B and C. 
Purpose: To provide management restrictions for recreational benefits and 
visual and aesthetic values. 
Rationale: This maintains recreational and visual resources compatible 
with nonintensive timber management. 
Trade-off: The economic effect of this prescription constraint has not 
been analyzed. 
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9. Constraint: Preclude timber harvest from the existing Selway-Bitterroot 
Wilderness. 
Purpose: To implement legislation. 
Rationale: Wilderness legislation precludes timber management. 
Trade-off: The economic effect of precluding timber management from the 
wilderness has not been analyzed. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

Constraint: Preclude timber harvest and development within the Lochsa 
Research Natural Area. 
Purpose: To protect the RNA special features. 
Rationale: The RNA precludes development activities. 
Trade-off: The economic effect of precluding development activities has 
not been analyzed. 

Constraint: Apply only the recreation river prescription to the Middle 
Fork-Lochsa Wild and Scenic River corridor. 
Purpose: To avoid selection of prescriptions which may be incompatible 
with the designated recreation river corridor. 
Rationale: This is a management decision. 
Trade-off: The economic effect of precluding development activities has 
not been analyzed. 

Constraint: Do not assign prescriptions that include regulated timber 
harvest to nonforest lands, noncommercial Forest land, and other lands not 
suitable for timber production. 
Purpose: To avoid having the model select lands for timber harvest which 
are incapable of commercial timber production or are unsuitable for 
harvest of timber. 
Rationale: This meets Forest Service Manual direction. 
Trade-off: The economic effect of precluding development activities has 
not been analyzed. 

Constraint: Exclude the big-game summer range with timber management 
prescription (C2) from all alternatives except Alternative A, current 
direction. 
Purpose: To allow only intensive timber management on the roaded summer 
range. 
Rationale: Past timber cutting has already occurred on these areas. 
Trade-off: Timber production will be decreased as sediment becomes 
constraining. 

C. DEVELOPMENT OF ALTERNATIVES 

1. Alternative A (Current Direction) 

The purpose of Alternative A is to continue current management direction as 
described in the approved Multiple Use Plan (Part I) and the Lowell, White 
Pine, and Elk River Unit Plans. This alternative constitutes the "no action" 
or "current direction" alternative. 

The criteria and assumptions underlying the development of this alternative 
are: 
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a. Maintain existing wilderness character in existing wilderness. 
b. Emphasize visual quality along existing road and trail corridors. 
C. Maintain elk habitat on winter ranges. 
d. Recommend the administratively selected RARE II areas for wilderness. 
e. Maintain existing RNA. 
f. Maintain the current Forest budget level. 

The constraints utilized to meet the criteria and assumptions are: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Constraint: Designates RARE II wilderness recommendations (190,400 
acres) to the wilderness prescription. 
Purpose: To meet recommendation for wilderness in the management 
area descriptions. 
Rationale: Meets current land management planning requirements. 

Constraint: Applies a designation constraint to 46,100 acres for 
unroaded recreation and 46,600 acres for special fisheries habitat. 
Purpose: To provide large areas for unroaded recreation and to meet 
resource management constraints for fish. 
Rationale: Provides 46.100 acres for unroaded recreation and meets 
management's objectives for key fish areas. 

Constraint: Applies an output constraint on sediment. 
Purpose: To meet the water quality/fishery objectives. 
Designed to meet moderate fishable in all Districts except min viable 
in the Palouse District and low fishable in the roaded portion of the 
Pierce District. "No effect" will be the objective in wilderness or 
unroaded areas. (See Section III for a definition of the water 
quality/fishery objectives.) 
Rationale: Provides water quality for fish habitat to meet the 
intent of this alternative. 

Constraint: Applies a timber harvest volume constraint equal to 369 
million cubic feet (170 million board feet/year) in the first decade. 
Purpose: To provide a timber harvest level comparable to current 
management. 
Rationale: Comparable to the actual budget level expended by the 
Forest. \ 

Constraint: Applies an output constraint of more than 15.000 elk on 
winter range. However, the actual number of elk assumed to be produced 
is a minimum of 16.500 elk. The coefficients in FORPLAN only estimate 
90 percent of the elk on winter range. (See Section III.) 
Purpose: To meet the elk population objectives established for this 
alternative. 
Rationale: Provides elk habitat requirements comparable to the number 
of elk currently in the Forest. 

2. Alternative B 

The purpose of the timber and forage alternative is to emphasize maximum 
production of market outputs. Timber production is emphasized on all available 
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productive lands. No addItiona wilderness is recommended in this 
alternative. This alternative constitutes the maximum timber alternative. 

The criteria and assumptions underlying the development of this alternative 
are: 

a. Emphasize timber production outside major road corridors. 
b. Recommend no new areas for wilderness. 
c. Designate no areas to unroaded recreation. 
d. Provide road system for mIneral, 011, and gas exploration. 

The constraint utilxzd to meet the criteria and assumptions is: 

1. Constraint: Applies an output constraint on seduuent. 
Purpose: To meet the water qualityjflshery objectives designed to meet 
low fishable in all Districts except minimum viable m the Palouse 
District. "No effect" will be maintained in the existing wilderness. 
Rationale: Provides water quality for fish habitat to meet the intent 
of this alternative. 

3. Alternative C 

The purpose of the timber. range, fish, and elk alternative is to maintain a 
high level of market outputs and provide moderate fxh habitat and elk habitat 
potential. This alternative provides unroaded recreation on eight areas and 
proposes wilderness on four areas. This alternative was also deslgned to meet 
RPA targets as well as the timber industries' wilderness proposal. 

The criteria and assumptions underlying the development of this alternative 
are: 

a. Emphasize timber production outside major road corridors. 
b. Recommend four areas for wilderness classification, including an 

addition to the Selway-BItterroot Wilderness. 
c. Designate eight areas for unroaded recreation. 
d. Recommend 5,167 acres of new RNA's. 

The constraints utilized to meet the criteria and assumptions are: 

1. Constraint: Designates 45.500 acres to the wilderness prescription. 
Purpose: To provide four additional areas for wilderness 
classification. 
Rationale: Provides areas for wilderness classification which have s 
high wilderness value and the least amount of conflicts with other 
resources. 

2. Constraint: Applies a designation constraint to 70,700 acres for 
unroaded recreation. 
Purpose: To provide areas for unroaded recreation. 
RatIonale: Provides areas for unroaded recreation. 

3. Constraint: Applies an output constraint on sediment. 
Purpose: To meet the water quality/fishery objectives of moderate 
fishable in all District, except minimum viable in the Palouse Distrxt 
and low fishable in the roaded portlon of the Pierce District. "No 
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effect" will be maintained in wilderness or unroaded areas. 
Rationale: Provides water quality for fish habitat to meet the intent 
of this alternative. 

4. Alternative D 

The purpose is to provide a nix of market and nonmarket outputs with the 
emphasis on market goods from lands suitable for that purpose. Nonmarket 
outputs are emphasized on lands less suitable for timber production. This 
alternative presents as a wilderness proposal those areas and acreages agreed 
to by the Idaho Congressional Delegation for the Idaho Wilderness Bill. 

The criteria and assumptions underlying the development of this alternative 
are: 

a. Recommend three areas as additions to the wilderness system. 
b. Designate fourteen areas for unroaded recreation. 
C. Emphasize timber production outside maJor road corridors and visual 

quality along maJor roads and trails. 
d. Recommend 5,932 acres of new RRA's. 

The constraints utilized to meet the criteria and assumptions are: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Constraint: Designates 130,400 acres to the wilderness prescription. 
Purpose: To provide three additional areas for wilderness 
classification. 
Rationale: Provides areas for wilderness classification which have a 
high wilderness value and the least amount of conflicts with other 
resources. 

Constraint: Applies a designation constraint 
unroaded recreation, 61,600 acres for key elk 
acres for special fisheries habitat. 
Purpose: To provide large areas for unroaded . . . ^ ^.. 

to 201.300 acres for 
summer range, and 30,400 

recreation and to meet 
tne resource management ooJectives ror fisn and wildlife. 
Rationale: Provides 201,300 acres for unroaded recreation and meets 
management ObJeCtiveS for key fish and wildlife areas. 

Constraint: Applies an output constraint on sediment. 
Purpose: To meet the water quality/fishery objectives designed to meet 
high fishable except minimum viable in the Palouse District, moderate 
fishable in Lo10 Creek, and low fishable in roaded portion of the 
Pierce District. "No effect" will be maintained for wilderness or 
roadless areas. 
Rationale: Provides water quality for fish habitat to meet the intent 
of this alternative. 

Constraint: Applies an output constraint of more than 17,000 elk on 
winter range and 21,250 elk on summer range. Actual elk produced from 
winter range is at least 18,700. 
Purpose: To meet the elk population ObJeCtiveS for this alternative. 
Rationale: Provides habitat to meet wildlife goals of hunting and 
recreation. 
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5. Alternative E 

The purpose of this alternative is to provide a moderate increase in market 
outputs from current levels while maintaining highly fishable habitat in the 
important fisheries waters and potential elk habitat above that of current 
management levels. This is the Proposed Action in the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement. 

The criteria and assumptions underlying the development of this alternative 
are: 

a. Recommend seven areas for wilderness classification. 
b. Designate seven areas for unroaded recreation. 
C. Emphasize timber production outside major road corridors and visual 

quality along major roads and trails. 
d. Recommend 5,932 acres of RNA'?,. 

The constraints utilized to meet the criteria and assumptions are: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Constraint: Designates 188.900 acres to the wilderness prescription. 
Purpose: To provide seven additional areas for wilderness 
classification. 
Rationale: Provides areas for wilderness classification which have a 
high wilderness value and the least amount of conflicts with other 
resources. 

Constraint: Applies a designation constraint to 73.600 acres for 
unroaded recreation, 45,100 acres for key elk summer range, and 69,700 
acres for special fisheries habitat. 
Purpose: To provide large areas for unroaded recreation and to meet 
the resource management objectives for fish and wildlife. 
Rationale: Provides 73,600 acres for unroaded recreation and meets 
management objectives for key fish and wildlife areas. 

Constraint: Applies an output constraint on sediment. 
Purpose: To meet the water quality/fishery objective designed to meet 
high fishable in all districts including Lo10 and Elk Creek except low 
fishable in the roaded portion of the Pierce District and minimum 
viable in Palouse District. "No effect" will be maintained for 
wilderness or unroaded areas. 
Rationale: Provides water quality for fish habitat to meet the intent 
of the State of Idaho's water quality and fishery standards. 

Constraint: Applies timber volume constraints to the roaded and 
roadless portion of some of the Districts. 
Purpose: To spatially fit this alternative based on District input. 
Rationale: Provides more site specific designation of timber data 
utilized in FORPLAN. 

Constraint: Applies an output constraint of more than 17,000 elk on 
winter range and 21,250 elk on summer range. Actual elk produced from 
winter range is at least 18,700. 
Purpose: To meet the elk population objectives of this alternative. 
Rationale: Provides habitat to meet wildlife goals of hunting and 
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recreation. 

6. Alternative El 

Alternative El provides a variation to the DEIS's Proposed Action by allowing 
the flexibility to depart from the requirement of a nondeclining timber base 
sale schedule. While addressing the same issues as Alternative E, this 
alternative also focuses on the national management concern of the effect of 
nondeclining yield. 

The criteria and assumptions underlying the development of this alternative are 
the same as Alternative E except for harvest flow. 

1. Constraint: Long-term sustained yield (LTSY) is the same as 
Alternative E (983.4 MMCF/decade). 
Purpose: To meet requirement of FSM 2413.42. 
Rationale: Required by FSM 2413.42. 

2. Constraint: Removes the sequential bound constraint of 0 percent lower 
bound and 20 percent upper bound. 
Purpose: To allow the timber harvest to fluctuate either up or down 
from one decade to the next. 
Rationale: Required by FSM 2413.42 and based on consultation with the 
Regional Office. 

7. Alternative F 

The purpose of this alternative is to increase the emphasis on wilderness, 
potential elk production, and primitive recreation. Market outputs from lands 
available for that use are at a moderate level. This alternative contains the 
wilderness proposal by the State of Idaho. 

The criteria and assumptions underlying the development of this alternative 
are: 

a. Recommend five areas for wilderness classification. 
b. Designate eight areas for unroaded recreation. 
C. Emphasize timber production on developed portions of the Forest and 

visual quality along maJor roads and trails. 
d. Recommend 8,932 acres of RNA's. 

The constraints utilized to meet the criteria and assumptions are: 

1. Constraint: Designates 297,200 acres to the wilderness prescription. 
Purpose: To provide five additional areas for wilderness 
classification. 
Rationale: Provides areas for wilderness classification which have a 
high wilderness value and the least amount of conflicts with other 
resources. 

2. Constraint: Applies a designation constraint to 88,500 acres for 
unroaded recreation, 142.700 acres for key elk summer range, and 59,300 
acres for special fisheries habitat. 
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Purpose: To provide areas for unroaded recreation and to meet the 
resource management objectives for fish and wildlife. 
Rationale: Provides 88.500 acres for unroaded recreation and meets 
management objectives for key fish and wildlife areas. 

3. Constraint: Applies an output constraint on sediment. 
Purpose: To meet the water quality/fishery objectives of high fishable 
in all Districts except minimum viable in Palouse Dlstrxt, moderate 
fishable in Lo10 Creek, and low fishable in the roaded portlon of 
Pierce District. “No effect" will be maintained for unroaded or 
wilderness. 
Rationale: Provides water quality for fish habitat to meet the intent 
of thx alternative. 

4. Constraint: Applies an output constraint of more than 19.000 elk on 
winter range and 23,750 elk on summer range. Actual number of elk 
produced on winter range will be 20,900. 
Purpose: To meet the elk population objectives of this alternative. 
Rationale: Meets the Regional Guide goal of providing at least 19,900 
elk by 1990 from the winter range. 

8. Alternative G 

The purpose of this alternative is to provide a high level of wilderness and 
unroaded recreation from the roadless areas of the Forest while emphasizing 
intensive timber management on areas presently developed or areas especially 
suited for timber production. Fisheries and elk production are at high levels 
in the roadless portions and at moderate levels in areas designated for timber 
production. This alternative contains the Wilderness Coalition's proposal for 
wilderness. 

The criteria and assumptions underlying the development of this alternative 
are: 

a. Recommend nine roadless areas with high wilderness quality and 
manageable boundaries for wilderness classifxation. 

b. Emphasize timber production outside major road corridors and visual 
quality along major roads and trails. 

c. Recommend 5,267 acres of research natural areas (RNA's). 

The constraints utilized to meet the criteria and assumptions are: 

1. Constraint: Designates 454.000 acres to the wilderness prescription. 
Purpose: To provide nine additonal areas for wilderness 
classification. 
RatIonale: Provides areas for wilderness classification which have a 
high wilderness value and minimize conflicts with other resources. 

2. Constraint: Applies an output constraint on sediment. 
Purpose: To meet the water quality/fishery objectives of low fishable 
xn all the Districts except minimum viable in the Palouse District. 
"No effect" will be maintained for unroaded or wilderness. 
RatIonale: Provides water quality for fish habitat to meet the intent 
of this alternative. 
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9. Alternative H 

The purpose of the alternative is to provide wilderness recreation on 
approximately 75 percent of the roadless areas and to emphasize nonmarket 
values over market values on the portions of the Forest that are not 
recommended for wilderness. This is the high nonmarket alternatlve. 

The criteria and assumptions underlylng the development of this alternative 
are : 

a. Recommend eleven roadless areas for wilderness classification. 
b. Recommend 8.932 acres of RNA's. 

The constraints utilized to meet the criteria and assumptions are: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Constraint: Designates 715,500 acres to the wilderness prescription. 
Purpose: To provide eleven additional areas for wilderness 
classification. 
Rationale: Provides areas for wilderness classifxation which have a 
high wilderness value and the least amount of conflicts with other 
resources. 

Constraint: Applies an output constraint on sediment. 
Purpose: To meet the water quality/fishery objectlves of high fxshable 
m all Districts except moderate fishable in the roaded portion of the 
Pierce Dxstrict and low fishable in the Palouse District. 
Rationale: Provides water quality for fish habitat to meet the intent 
of this alternative. 

Constraint: Applies an output constraint of more than 15,000 elk on 
winter range and 18.750 elk on summer range. Actual number of elk 
produced on winter range will be at least 16,500. 
Purpose: To meet the elk population objectlves of this alternative. 
Rationale: Provides habitat to meet wldlife goals of hunting and 
recreation. 

10. Alternative I 

The purpose of the low market alternatlve is to maximize wilderness from all 
but a few of the roadless areas and provide the highest possible market outputs 
from the developed portions of the Forest. Another goal is to determine 
outputs and effects if no additional roadless areas are developed for timber 
production. Thxa alternatIve is the maximum wilderness alternatlve. 

The criteria and assumptions underlying the development of this alternatxve 
are: 

a. Recommend all roadless areas for wilderness classification. 
b. Emphasize txmber production outslde major road corridors and emphasize 

visual quality along major roads and trails. 
c. Recommend 8932 acres of RNA's. 

The constraints utilized to meet the criteria and assumptions are: 
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1. 

2. 

3. 

Constraint: Designates 950,300 acres to the wilderness prescriptlon. 
Purpose: To provide sixteen additional roadless areas for wilderness 
classlficatlon. 
Rationale: Provides areas for wilderness classlflcatlon which have a 
high wilderness value and the least amount of conflicts with other 
resources. 

Constraint: Applies an output constraint on sediment. 
Purpose: To meet the water quallty/flshery objectrves of high fxhable 
m all Districts except moderate fishable In roaded portion of the 
Pierce Distrxt and low fxhable III the Palouse District. "No effect" 
will be maintained for unroaded or wilderness. 
Rationale: Provides water quality for fish habltat to meet the intent 
of this alternative. 

Constraint: Applies an output constraint of more than 12,500 elk on 
winter range and 15,625 elk on summer range. Actual number of elk on 
winter range ~11 be 13,750. 
Purpose: To meet the elk population obJectives of this alternative. 
RatIonale: Provides habitat to meet wlldlife goals of hunting and 
recreation. 

11. Alternative J 

This alternative is similar to AlternatIve D .I* outputs and effects but differs 
in the amount of roadless area recommended for wilderness and unroaded 
recreation and the area developed for timber production. This alternative is a 
compromise wilderness proposal between Industry, the wilderness coalztion, and 
local elected officials. 

The criteria and assumptions underlying the development of this alternative 
are : 

a. Recommend eight areas for wilderness classification. 
b. Designate six areas for unroaded recreation. 
c. Emphasize timber production outslde major road corridors and visual 

quality along major roads and trails. 
d. Recommend 5932 acres of RNA's. 

The constraints utilized to meet the criteria 

1. Constraint: Designates 258,300 acres 
Purpose: To provide exght additional 
classification. 

and assumptions are: 

to the wilderness prescription. 
areas for wilderness 

RatIonale: Provides areas for wilderness classification whxh have a 
high wilderness value and the least amount of conflicts with other 
resources. 

2. Constraint: Applies an designation constraint to 73,500 acres for 
unroaded recreation, 65,000 acres for key elk summer range, and 30.400 
acres for special fisheries habitat. 
Purpose: To provide areas for unroaded recreation and to meet the 
resource management objectlves for fxh and wildllfe. 
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Fiatlonale: Provides 73,500 acres for unroaded recreation and meets the 
management objectives for key fish and wildlife areas. 

3. Constraint: Applies an output constraint on sediment. 
Purpose: To meet the water quallty/flshery obJectIves of high fishable 
In all Dlstrlcts except mlnlmum viable In the Palouse District, 
moderate fishable in Lo10 Creek, and low flshable in the roaded portion 
of the Pierce Drstrict. "No effect" will be malntalned in unroaded or 
wilderness. 
Rationale: Provides water quality for fish habitat to meet the intent 
of this alternative. 

4. Constraint: Applies an output constraint of more than 17,000 elk on 
winter range and 21,250 elk on summer range. Actual elk numbers from 
wmter range will be 18,700. 
Purpose: To meet the elk population objectives of this alternative. 
Rationale: Provides habitat to meet wlldlife goals of hunting and 
recreation. 

12. Alternative K (Preferred Alternative) 

This alternative was developed after publx review of the Draft EIS. 
Development of this alternatlve resulted in a new set of constraints in 
FORPLAN. This 1s the Preferred Alternative. 

The criteria and assumptions underlylng the development of this alternative 
are : 

a. Recommend seven areas for wilderness classiflcatlon; 
b. Designate five areas for unroaded recreation; 
C. Emphasize timber production outslde mayor road corridors and emphasize 

vrsual quality along mayor roads and Walls. 
d. Recommend 7011 acres of new RNA'.?.. 

The constraints utilzed to meet the crlterla and assumptions are: 

1. Constraint: Designates 198,200 acres to the wilderness prescription. 
Purpose: To provide seven addItIona areas for wilderness 
class1fxatlon. 
Rationale: Provides areas for wilderness classlfxatxon which have a 
high wilderness value. 

2. Constraint: Desxgnates 78,800 acres for unroaded recreation, 45,100 
acres for key elk summer range. and 102,440 acres for special fisheries 
habitat. 
Purpose: To provide large areas of unroaded recreation and to meet the 
resource management obJectIves for key fxh and wlldllfe areas. 
Rationale: Provzdes 78,800 acres for unroaded recreation and meets 
management obJectives for key fish and wlldllfe areas. 

3. Constraint: Applies an output constraint on sediment. 
Purpose: To meet the water quality/fishery obJective designed to meet 
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high fishable in all Districts, Including Lo10 and Elk Creek except 
moderate fishable in Beaver Creek, and low fishable in the roaded 
portion of Pierce Dxtrxt and mlnlmum viable in the Palouse District. 
"No effect" is maintained for wilderness on unroaded areas. 
Rationale: Provides water quality for fish habltat to meet the intent 
of this alternative. 

4. Constraint: Applies a timber prescription to roaded. seedling-sapling 
condition class on less than 55 percent slope. 
Purpose: To malntaln these areas in the base. 
RatIonale: There has been a significant Investment in stocking these 
areas. Even though It is recognized that maintaining these stands in 
the base may not be economically efficient, the managers decided that 
since they occur on roaded, highly productive sites they should remain 
in the base. 

5. Constraint: Applies a visual management prescription on 10 percent of 
the analysis areas in productlvlty classes 1 and 2 with less than 55 
percent slope. 
Purpose: To allow for timber management in visual corridors while 
meeting visual quality obJectlves. 
Rationale: Provides for the opportunity for timber management in 
visual corridors. 

6. Constraint: Require in the first decade a minimum of 5 MMBF/decade 
from timber management in visual corridors. 
Purpose: To allow for timber management to occur in the visual 
corridors in decade one. 
Rationale: The timber management prescrlption has a negative PNV. 
therefore, It must be forced into solution. The managers decided that 
there is an opportunity to meet visual management obJectives through 
restricted timber management. 

7. Constraint: Allows at least 50 percent of the nonstocked roaded area 
to be restocked. 
Purpose: To eliminate cutover backlog. 
Rationale: These areas are assumed to be cutover backlog. The 
constraint is designed to bring the areas into production. 

8. Constramt: Require no more than 50 percent for a wildlife burning 
prescriptlo*. 
Purpose: To restrict the level of burning. 
Rationale: The wildlife burning prescription has a high PNV because of 
the elk value. Addresses the many public comments about the number of 
acres proposed for burning being too high. This constraint restricts 
the level of burning. 

9. Constramt: Accesses up to 30 percent of roadless area In decade one. 
Purpose: To limit access m roadless area for spatial reasons. 
Rationale: An origlnal constraint llmitlng access m roadless areas to 
15 percent in decade 1 was re-evaluated. In the DEIS, the ratlonale 
for the 15 percent accessibilrty constraint was because of budget and 
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workforce. These are not valid constraints. As a result, the 15 percent 
constraint was changed to 30 percent. The 30 percent constraint is due to 
spatial feasibility. This constraint affects implementation and is not an 
administrative constraint. 

10. Constraint: Applies 30 percent sequential bounds constraint. 
Purpose: To allow volume to increase up to 30 percent between decades. 
Rationale: In the DEIS this was 20 percent based on adding one 
additional sawmill in the area. The Idaho Timber Supply study 
indicates a dwindling industrial timber supply. The increase in this 
constraint allows the Clearwater to respond in decade 2 to this 
additional need. 

11. Constraint: Applies the lower limits of timber volume to 163 MMBF/year 
excluding noninterchangeable volume. 
Purpose: To increase harvest over Proposed Action in DEIS. 
Rationale: The Idaho Timber Supply study indicated that the timber 
supply in Northern Idaho is not a problem in the first decade of the 
Plan. However, the managers decided to respond to the public comments 
of the DEIS to increase timber supply in the Region by increasing the 
limit above what was in the DEIS as long as other constraints could be 
met. 

12. Constraint: Designates 8,292 acres to research natural areas (RNA's). 
Purpose: To increase RNA acres by 7.011 over the 1,281 acres now 
existing. 
Rationale: Addresses public comment to increase RNA acres. 

13. Constraint: Applies regeneration harvest constraint in the first and 
second decades. 
Purpose: To model spatial feasibility. 
Rationale: Limits the amount of regeneration harvest that can occur 
due to spatial fitting. 

14. Constraint: Constrains the suitable timber base to 987 M acres. 
Purpose: To maintain future timber production on lands not currently 
cost efficient. 
Rationale: Maintains the suitable base as close as possible to the 
level displayed in Proposed Action in DEIS. Also, allows the lands not 
currently cost efficient to be re-evaluated more easily if conditions 
change. 

VIII. SBMMABYOFEWECTS OF CONSTRAINTS. BENCHMARES, AND ALTERNATIVES 

A. 0vJzRv1Ew 

The purpose of estimating and displaying these effects is to compare present 
net value, social and economic impacts, outputs of goods and services, and 
overall protection and enhancement of environmental resources. This 
comparative analysis. which is the basis for evaluating alternatives and 
selecting the Preferred Alternative, is planning steps 7 and 8. This section 
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focuses on the economx effects of alternatives and benchmarks. The 
constraints are discussed in detail in the preceding Section. The social and 
envlronmental effects are dlscussed in Chapters II and IV. 

B. PROCESS FOR EVALUATING SIGNIFICANT CONSTRAINTS 

Management obJectzves of benchmarks and alternatlves were achieved by 
constralning FORPLAN as described in Section VII. The efficiency trade-offs of 
lndlvidual obJectives can be deternlned by comparing the PNV which meets the 
obJective to one whxh does not. The change XI PNV is the effxiency trade-off 
of achieving a speclfx objective If both have effxlent prescriptlons and 
maximize PNV, and the constraints are cost-efficient. 

The efficiency trade-off was not determlned for individual alternatlve 
objectives because of the prohlbitlve costs of analyzing every constraint used 
to develop alternatives. But by comparing alternatives, the economic 
trade-offs of the groups of objectives which have the most signifxant Impact 
on PNV can be determined. These efficiency trade-offs can then be compared to 
envIronmenta and social consequences to help identify which alternative 
maximizes net public benefits. 

A maJor factor in the economic trade-off analysis 1s the order in which the 
objectlves are analyzed. For example, the economic trade-off of meeting 
management objectives A and B can be determined by comparing FORPLAN solutions 
with various combinations of the two obJectives. The change in PNV due to 
meeting only A may be $5 MM, and the change due to meeting only B may be $11 
MM. However, the change due to meeting both A and B will probably be less than 
$16 MM. In addltlon, the cost of meeting ObJective A in one alternatlve ~111 
not necessarily be the same as meeting the same objective zn another 
alternative. Therefore, the economic trade-offs discussed in this sectlon are 
only relevant to the actual alternatlve where the objectives were analyzed. 

C. TRADE-OFFS AMONG ALTERNATIVES 

This section discusses the response of each alternative to issues and concerns 
and the economic trade-offs among alternatlves. Additional discussions are 
provided in Chapter II, and environmental effects are dxcussed in Chapter IV. 

1. Response to Issues 

Alternatives were designed to address the major issues. A single alternative 
cannot fully resolve all issues because of the conflicts among issues. Table 
B-24 compares the response of each alternative to the major issues. A detailed 
discussion of xsues is in Appendix A. 

Table B-28 displays the trade-offs for resource outputs and effects for each 
alternative. Additional trade-offs among alternatives can be found in Chapter 
II, Table 11-22. 
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2. Economic Trade-offs 

The Maximum PNV Benchmark is used as the basis for comparing alternative 
objectives by examining the effects of the constraints. The difference between 
the PNV of an alternative and the PNV of the Maximum PNV Benchmark represents 
the reduction in PNV to the government resulting from the objectives of the 
alternative. Alternatives are formulated by adding additional resource 
requirements to reflect the objectives of the alternative. As objectives are 
added the PNV of an alternative may decrease. The degree to which alternatives 
vary in economic efficiency in achieving both priced and nonpriced objectives 
is the subject of the remaining section. 

As constraints are added or changed in an alternative, discounted costs and 
benefits change. The discounted costs of an alternative represents the present 
value of expenditures by the government required to implement an alternative. 
The minimum cost for National Forest land administration is defined by the 
Minimum Level Benchmark. By comparing costs and benefits of alternatives, the 
economic consequences of the objectives and nonpriced benefits can be compared. 

Table B-25 presents and compares present net value (PNV). discounted costs, and 
discounted benefits for each alternative, the Minimum Level Benchmark, and the 
Maximum PNV Benchmark. The table is derived from the economic analysis of the 
costs and priced benefits associated with each alternative. 

In Table ~-26. the alternatives are arranged in order of their increasing 
discounted costs. The costs include both capital investments and operation and 
maintenance costs. Note that total discounted costs increase among 
alternatives from $365 million for Alternative I to $528 million for 
Alternative El. These extremes represent a range of $163 million. For the 
same alternatives, total priced benefits increase from $1119 million to $1789 
million , or a range of $670 million. The present net value increases from 
$754 million for Alternative I to $1261 million for Alternative El, a change of 
$507 million (Table B-27). 

Nonpriced outputs and effects along with economic criteria were evaluated to 
determine which alternative maximizes net public benefits. Net public benefit 
represents the overall value to the Nation of all benefits less all costs, 
regardless of whether the costs and benefits are expressed in priced or 
nonpriced terms. A summary of some activities, outputs, and effects which 
affect net public benefits is provided in Table ~-28. 

Following the tables are narratives which provide a discussion on PNV, 
discounted costs and priced and nonpriced benefits associated with timber, 
wilderness, and roadless areas, water quality/fishery, and wildlife. 
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Table ~-25. Discounted Benefits and Costs for Resource Groups * 
(million dollars) 

_____________~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
Discounted Benefits Discounted Costs 

Alt./ 
Present I 

I 
ID Run Net Value Timber Timber Roads Recreation Range Other 
________________________________________------------------------------------------------------ 

MAX PNV 
(PS2) 

El 
(El4) 

C 
(A=) 

B 
(A@+) 

G 
(AG3) 

K (pa) 
Wl) 

J 
(AF1) 

D 
(AD4) 

E 
(E13) 

F 
(AF3) 

H 
(AH41 

I 
(A16) 

MINLVL 
(MN1) 

1320 1658 330 6 

1261 1414 359 5 

1239 1349 375 6 

1232 1399 340 6 

1128 1216 373 5 

1124 1199 389 6 

1095 1146 391 5 

1094 1183 371 6 

1089 1145 387 

1054 1095 389 

1007 1029 388 

898 901 381 

754 724 

288 0 

377 

339 

. . . . . . . . . 1.. . . . . . . . . . 

9 

10 

12 

9 

12 

11 

13 

12 

12 

13 

12 

13 

13 

13 

311 232 42 

212 165 54 

195 168 43 

209 175 41 

178 153 49 

168 149 25 

164 149 49 

173 160 47 

165 150 49 

154 148 50 

148 52 

126 

130 

121 

100 

15 

56 

110 57 

.25 6 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

0 

95 

96 

95 

95 

96 

137 

96 

96 

96 

96 

96 

96 

96 

44 

. . . . . . . . . . . 

l The comparison of individual resource costs and benefits from this table can be misleading 
because the cost figures for an individual resource do not contain those costs that are joint 
costs which cannot be separated by resource and are included only in the "Other Costs" cate- 
wry. 
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Table ~-26. Ducounted Costs, Benefits, and Present Net Value 

Discounted Costs Dxxmunted Benefits Present Net Value 
Alternative Million $ Change Million $ Change Million $ Change 
_-----________----_-____________________~~~~~~--------~~~~~~~~~~~~~~----~~~~~~~~~ 

MINLVL (MNl) 64 352 
+301 +767 

288 

I (~16) 365 
+36 

401 
+26 

1119 
+180 

754 

H (m4) 1299 
+I35 

898 

F (AF3) 42-i’ 1434 
+22 +69 

1007 

E W3) 449 1503 
+11 +46 

1054 

D (AD4) 460 1549 
0 +6 

1089 

J (AJ~) 

A (~6) 
(cd) 

G  (AG3) 

460 
+17 

477 
0 

1555 
+16 

1095 

1571 
+34 

1094 

477 
+3 

480 
+22 

1605 
-1 

1128 

K (KOl) 
(Pa) 

C (AC2) 

1604 
+I37 

1124 

502 1741 
+20 +I3 

1239 

B W34) 522 1754 
+6 +35 

1232 

El (El4) 528 1789 
+154 +213 

1261 

M.PNV (PS2) 682 2002 1320 

+466 

+I44 

+1oy 

+47 

+35 

+6 

-1 

-34 

-4 

+I5 

-7 

+29 

+59 
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________--------________________________--~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
Table B-27. Maximum PNV Benchmark, Minimum Level Benchmark. and Forest 

Alternatives in Order of Decreasing Present Net Value. 

Manmum PNV Benchmark 1320 
Alternative El 1261 
Alternative C 1239 
Alternative B 1232 
AlternatIve G 1128 
AlternatIve K (pa) 1124 
Alternative J 1095 
Alternative A (cd) 1094 
Alternative D 1089 
Alternative E 1054 
Alternative F 1007 
Alternative H 898 
Alternative I 754 
Min Level Benchmark 288 

MM$ PNV 

~-123 



Table B-28. Summary of Selected Activltles. Outputs, and Effects by Alternative 
_____________---________________________----------------------------------------- 
AlternatIves M.PNV A (cd) B C D E El 
______-----_-____---------~~~~~~~~~~~~~--~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
PNV (MM$) 1320.1 1093.8 1231.5 1239.1 1089.2 1053.7 1260.5 

Reduction m PNV (MM%) 0 226.3 88.6 81.0 230.9 266.4 59.6 

Timber Sale 
Decade 1 (MMBF) 309.1 

Timber LTSY 
NW 584.6 

Timber Sutabillty 
(M Acres) 1248.5 

Wlldns Mgmt (M Acres) 259.2 

180.9 225.3 213.1 176.1 159.5 145.5 

463.5 542.6 532.7 428.7 442.5 442.5 

Unroaded Mgmt (M Acres) 0 

1041.0 1153.0 1134.3 941.0 997.4 1008.2 

449.5 259.2 304.7 389.6 448.1 448.1 

92.7 0 70.7 293.3 188.4 188.4 

Water Qual/Fish Stnds 
for Anad Habltat (% of 
Watershed Acres) 

No Effect 11 
High Flshable 0 
Moderate Flshable 0 
Low Fzshable 
Minimum Viable 8; 

28 

670 
4 
1 

10 
0 

8; 
1 

11 

8; 
3 
1 

2: 
4 
0 
1 

22 
0 
0 
1 

22 
0 
0 
1 

Water Qual/Fish Stnds 
for Anad Habltat (% of 
Watershed Acres) 

No Effect 3 
High Fishable 0 
Moderate Fishable 0 
Low Fishable 
MInimum Viable 9; 

Elk Winter Habitat 
Improvement (Acres) 105 

18 

7: 

: 

3 
0 

9: 
3 

29 
61 

2 

z 

24 
68 

; 
3 

24 
68 

0 

z 

4184 2732 3188 3471 3438 3335 

Local Forest Related 
Employment Decade 1 
(Jobs) 5014 

Local Forest Related 
Income Decade 1 
(MM$) 104.1 

3383 3293 3770 3340 3132 2979 

66.5 79.1 75.6 65.5 60.6 56.9 



--------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
(Table B-28 cont.) Summary of Selected Activities, Outputs, Effects by Alt. 
___-_---------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
AlternatIves 
____________________----~-------~-------~-------~-------~-------~-~~~----------- 
PNV (MM%) 1007.1 

Reduction in PNV (MM$) 313.0 

Timber Sale 
Decade 1 (MMBF) 159.6 

Timber LTSY 
(MMBF) 361.1 

Timber Suitabrlity 
(M Acres) 793.1 

Wldns Mgmt (M Acres) 556.4 

Unroaded Mgmt (M AC) 290.5 

Water Qual/Fish Stnds 
for Anad Habitat (% of 
Watershed Acres) 

No Effect 
High FIshable 
Moderate Fishable 

:; 

Low FIshable 0 
Minimum Viable 1 

Water Qual/Fish Stnds 
for Anad Habitat (% of 
Watershed Acres) 

No Effect 
High Fishable z; 
Moderate Fishable 2 
Low Fishable 
Minlmum Viable z 

Elk Winter Habitat 
Improvement (Acres) 5388 

Local Forest Related 
Employment Decade 1 
(Jobs) 3132 

Local Forest Related 
Income Decade 1 
(Mm) 60.6 

1127.8 898.4 

192.3 421.7 

190.9 138.8 

441.8 315.8 

959.6 693.9 

753.5 1095.4 

566.6 224.7 

117.4 176.2 

254.8 431.2 

547.5 949.2 

713.2 974.7 1209.5 517.5 

0 14.4 0 168.9 

34 
0 

6; 
1 

45 63 

5: 32 
1 1 
0 0 

2; 
4 
0 
1 

31 
0 

6: 
3 

52 65 
38 25 

7 7 
3 3 
0 0 

29 
61 

E 
3 

2808 1424 218 3471 1300 

3514 2897 2638 3340 3395 

69.4 55.2 49.2 65.5 67.1 

1124.1 

196.0 

173.3 

440.4 

987.7 

457.4 

226.3 

2 
0 
0 
0 
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a. Alternative A (Current Direction) 

AlternatIve A continues current management direction as provided by the 
approved Multiple Use Plan, Part 1, and the approved Lowell, White Pine, and 
Elk River Unit Plans. 

(1) Effects on PNV 

AlternatIve A has a reduction in PNV of $226.3 million. This decrease is 
primarily caused by the following constraints: 

a) setting a first decade harvest constraint of 170 MMBF/yr; 
b) designating moderate fishable on all Districts except minimum viable 

in the Palouse District, low fishable in the roaded portion of the 
Pierce District, and "no effect" in unroaded or wilderness: 

c) setting an elk winter range goal of producing at least 16.500 elk in 
all decades; 

d) applying an A4 and A6 prescrlption to all roads and trails on suitable 
timberlands: and 

e) designating 190,400 additional acres for wilderness management and 
92,700 acres for unroaded management. 

(2) Discounted Costs 

When compared to the Maximum PNV Benchmark, Alternative A has a 30 percent 
decrease in total discounted costs because of reduced timber harvest and fewer 
roads. Recreational and wildlife costs increase slightly because of the 
additional acreage being designated to unroaded and wilderness management, but 
the change m total discounted costs is less than one percent. 

(3) Timber 

When compared to the Maximum PNV Benchmark, timber harvest in the first decade 
decreases by 41 percent: long-term sustained yield (LTSY) decreases by 21 
percent; and suitable timberland decreases by 17 percent. The decrease in the 
first decade harvest is due to the first decade volume constraint. LTSY 
decreases for the same reasons as the reduction in PNV. The suitable 
tlmberland base declines primarily because of the wilderness and unroaded 
prescription constraints. 

(4) Wilderness and Roadless Areas 

The opportunities for wilderness recreation and the 259,165 acres of the 
Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness remains unchanged. Four areas are recommended for 
wilderness: Mallard-Larkins, 67,900 acres; Moose Mountain, 18,400 acres; 
Hoodoo, 100,100 acres; and Lakes Addition, 4,000 acres. The rationale for the 
additional 190,400 acres is to meet the public demand for wilderness. 

Roadless areas that continue to be managed as unroaded include the Elizabeth 
Lakes area, 9,800 acres; the Lochsa Face, 36,300 acres: and the Fish Creek 
area, 46,600 acres. The decision was made to manage these as unroaded areas 
because of the dlrection in the unit plans and the attraction of these areas to 
semiprimitive motorized recreation. 
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(5) Water Quality/Fisheries 

Fisheries habitat is managed for moderate fishable in most of the Forest. This 
obJective declines to low fishable in the roaded portion of the Pierce District 
and minimum viable in the Palouse District. The lower standards are the result 
of trade-offs that occur between timber management and fishery goals. The 
Pierce and Palouse Districts have historically provided a high percentage of 
the timber cut (i.e., about 50 percent). This has resulted in drainages on 
Pierce-roaded and Palouse having low to minimum viable potential fishery. 
Higher fisheries goals would result in a reduced timber harvest on these 
Districts. Higher standards are applied in the other Districts with more 
valuable fisheries. 

(6) Wildlife 

A goal was applied on elk winter range of equal-to 16,500 elk in the first 
period and greater-than-or-equal-to 16,500 elk in decades 2 through 15. The 
goal, 16,500 elk, is an approximation of how many elk are currently in the 
Forest. This constraint resulted in a mixture of burning and timber management 
on winter range. Elk winter habitat increased over the Max PNV Benchmark, 
because burning produces more elk in decade one than any other prescription. 
Thus, to meet the 16,500 elk goal in decade one, the model chose burning over 
timber. 

(7) Employment and Income Impacts 

When compared to the Maximum PNV Benchmark, Alternative A has a decrease in 
employment and income of 32 percent and 36 percent respectively. This 
alternative ranks fifth among all alternatives in employment and income. 

b. Alternative B 

Alternative B is designed to produce the maximum amount of market outputs 
(timber and range forage) with a timber harvest schedule that does not decline 
from one decade to the next and does not exceed the long-term sustained yield 
capacity in any one decade. This alternative responds to the maximum feasible 
timber and range forage issues as well as the maximum road development, 
minerals, and roaded recreational issues. 

(1) Effects on PNV 

Alternative B has a reduction in PNV of $88.6 million. This decrease is 
primarily caused by the following constraints: 

a) designating low fishable in all Districts except minimum viable in 
the Palouse District and "no effect" in the existing wilderness; 

b) accessing not more than 15 percent of the suitable roadless area in 
decade one; and 

c) excluding the C2 prescription from being selected. 

(2) Discounted Costs 

When compared to the MaxImum PNV Benchmark, Alternative B has a 23 percent 
decrease in total discounted costs because of reduced timber harvest and fewer 
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roads. Recreational and wildlife costs are about the same because the 
designation of roadless and wilderness management are very similar between the 
MaxImum PNV Benchmark and AlternatIve B. 

(3) Timber 

When compared to the Maxmum PNV Benchmark, timber harvest in the first decade 
decreases by 27 percent: LTSY decreases by 7 percent: and sultable tImberland 
decreases by 8 percent. An earlier run was made on Alternative B wlthout the 
15 percent first decade access constraint on roadless areas and allowing the C2 
prescrlption to be selected. Thxs resulted in a timber harvest of 291 MMBF/yr 
(excluding noninterchangeable volume) In the first decade or only a 2 percent 
drop when compared to Max PNV. Thus the first decade timber harvest IS 
decreased by 77 MMBF/yr with these two constraints. 

The 15 percent access constraint limits the amount of acres the model can cut 
on roadless areas, thus reducing timber harvest. The C2 (wildlife/timber) 
prescrlptlon requires a higher percentage of skylrne and aerial logging than El 
(Intensive timber). This results in a lower PNV than El but at the same time 
thx prescrlptlon requires fewer roads and therefore produces less sediment. 

When fisheries 1s applied as a constraint on sediment, the model ~111 designate 
acres to C2. This results in a decrease in PNV. However, when C2 1s not 
allowed to come Into solution, the model IS forced to delay cutting on areas 
where sediment IS constraining. This results III a decrease in the first decade 
harvest. 

The decline In suitable acres for timber management seems to be mainly due to 
the 15 percent access constraint on roadless areas. 

The model designated 147,557 acres to minlmum level. The majority of this 
minimum level designation appears to be due to the access constraint causing a 
delayed entry in the younger stands. For example, if the model has the optlon 
of cutting a pole-timber stand at age 70. 80. 90. 100. or 110, the PNV for 
these 5 entries is positive at ages 70 to 90 and negative at 100 to 110. 
Before the 15 percent access constraint was applied, the model was cutting the 
stand at ages 70 to 90 and gaining a posltlve PNV. However, when this 
constraint was applied, the model delayed entry m this stand to ages 100 to 
110. This entry has negative PNV's. which are more negative than mlnimum 
level. Thus the stand is designated to minimum level with an objective of 
maximum PNV subject to a 15 percent access constraint. 

The ratlonale for the 15 percent access constraint on roadless areas are: a) 
budget ceilings and work-year-equivalents (manpower) which limit the Forest's 
ability to develop roadless areas: and b) the spatial distribution of sawtlmber 
analysis areas which prohibits the large increase in area and volume accessed. 

(4) Wilderness and Roadless Areas 

The opportunities for wilderness recreation and the 259.165 acres 
Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness remains unchanged. No additional acres are 
designated to wilderness or unroaded management because the objective of the 
alternatIve 1s to maximize market outputs. 
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(5) Water Quality/Fisheries 

Fisheries habitat is managed for low fishable except in the the Palouse 
District where the level is minimum viable. The objectives are lower than 
Alternative A (current direction) to allow for a high level of timber harvest. 

(6) Wildlife 

No constraints were applied to produce a minimum number of elk on winter range: 
yet, Alternative B still burns 2,732 acres/yr. Once again, the 15 percent 
access constraint on roadless areas seems to be causing the model to select the 
burning prescription. In an earlier Alternative B run, the model designated 
only 146 acres/yr to burning when no access constraint was applied. By 
limiting access into the roadless winter range, the model has three options in 
the first decade: 1) delay harvest, 2) burn, and 3) minimum level management. 
With Maximum PNV as the objective, burning produces a higher PNV than delaying 
harvest or designating a significant portion of the winter range as minimum 
level. This occurs because burning produces more elk, and elk from winter 
range are valued in FORPLAN. 

(7) Employment and Income Impacts 

When compared to the Maximum PNV Benchmark, Alternative B has a decrease in 
employment and income of 22 percent and 24 percent respectively. This 
alternative ranks first among all alternatives in employment and income. 

c. Alternative C 

Alternative C produces high levels of the market outputs, timber and range 
forage. This alternative provides moderate fishery and elk habitat conditions 
and limited nonwilderness recreation. The new wilderness recommended in this 
alternative corresponds to that proposed by the timber industry in Idaho. 

(1) Effects on PNV 

Alternative C has a reduction in PNV of $81.0 MM. This decrease is primarily 
caused by the following constraints: 

a) designating moderate fishable in all districts except minimum viable 
in the Palouse District, low fishable in the roaded portion of the 
Pierce District. and "no effect" in wilderness or roadless areas; 

b) accessing not more than 15 percent of the suitable roadless area in 
decade one; 

c) excluding the C2 prescription from being selected; and 
d) designating 45,500 additional acres for wilderness and 70,700 acres 

for unroaded management. 

Alternative C has a higher PNV than Alternative B. This occurs even though 
Alternative B harvests more timber. There appears to be two primary reasons 
for the higher PNV: 1) Alternative C builds fewer roads and thus has lower 
discounted costs and 2) Alternative C has higher water quality/fishery 
objectives which result in more anadromous fish and increase discounted 
benefits. 
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(2) Discounted Costs 

When compared to the Maximum PNV Benchmark, Alternative C has a 26 percent 
decrease in total discounted costs. The reduced timber harvest and fewer roads 
are the main reasons for lower costs. Recreational and wildlife costs are 
slightly higher because of the additional acreage being designated to unroaded 
management, but the change in total discounted costs is less than one percent. 

(3) Timber 

When compared to the Maximum PNV Benchmark, timber harvest in the first decade 
decreases by 31 percent: LTSY decreases by 9 percent; and suitable timberland 
decreases by 9 percent. The decrease in first decade timber harvest is due to 
the 15 percent access constraint on roadless areas, exclusion of C2 
prescription, fishery objectives, and the additional wilderness and roadless 
acres. The suitable timberland base declines primarily because of the . 
wilderness and roadless constraints. 

(4) Wilderness and Roadless Areas 

The capacity for wilderness recreation increases slightly from the present with 
the addition of approximately 45,500 acres of new wilderness recommended in the 
Hoodoo. Mallard-Larkms, Five Lakes Butte, and Lakes Addition areas. Areas 
that remain roadless but not recommended for wilderness are portions of Elk 
River, Lochsa Face, Coolwater Ridge, Elizabeth Lakes, and Moose Mountain areas 
totaling 70.700 acres. 

The rationale for the additional 45,500 acres in wilderness is based on the 
timber industries' wilderness proposal. The decision was made to manage the 
70,000 areas for unroaded, because the areas have a high attraction for 
primitive/semiprimitive recreation. 

(5) Water Quality/Fisheries 

Fisheries habitat is managed for moderate fishable across most of the Forest. 
This objective declines to low fishable in the roaded portion of the Pierce 
District and minimum viable in the Palouse District. They were applied to 
provide water quality for fish habitat to meet the intent of this alternative. 

(6) Wildlife 

No constraints were applied to produce a minimum number of elk on winter 
range. Yet like Alternative B, this alternative burns a significant number of 
acres. The rationale is the same as stated in Alternative B. 

(7) Employment and Income Benefits 

When compared to the Maximum PNV Benchmark, Alternative C has a decrease in 
employment and income of 25 percent and 27 percent respectively. This 
alternative ranks second among all alternatives in employment and income. 
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d. Alternative D 

This alternative is designed to provide a mix of market and nonmarket outputs 
with the emphasis on market goods from lands suitable for that purpose. 
Nonmarket outputs are emphasized on lands less suitable for timber production. 
This alternative presents as a wilderness proposal those areas and acreages 
agreed to by the Idaho Congressional Delegation for the Idaho Wilderness Bill. 

(1) Effects on PNV 

Alternative D has a reduction in PNV of $230.9 million. This decrease is 
primarily caused by the following constraints: 

a) designating high fishable except minimum viable in Palouse District, 
moderate fishable level in Lo10 Creek, low fishable in the roaded 
portion of the Pierce District, and "no effect" in wilderness or 

roadless areas; 
b) setting an elk winter goal of at least 18,700 elk and an elk summer 

goal of 21,250 elk; 
c) excluding the C2 prescription; 
d) applying an A4 and A6 prescription to all roads and trails on suitable 

timberlands; 
e) accessing not more than 15 percent of the roadless areas in decade one; 

and 
f) designating 130,400 additional acres to wilderness and 293.300 acres to 

roadless management. 

(2) Discounted Costs 

When compared to the Maximum PNV Benchmark, Alternative D has a 33 percent 
decrease in total discounted costs because of the reduced timber harvest and 
fewer roads. Recreational and wildlife costs increase slightly because of the 
additional acreage being designated to unroaded and wilderness management, but 
the change in total discounted costs is less than two percent. 

(3) Timber 

When compared to the Maximum PNV Benchmark, timber harvest in the first decade 
decreases by 43 percent; LTSY decreases by 27 percent; and suitable timberland 
decreases by 24 percent. The first decade harvest is reduced. This is due 
primarily to the reduced timber base, the higher fishery objectives, 15 percent 
access constraint, and the exclusion of the C2 prescription. The suitable 
timber base declines primarily because of the wilderness and unroaded 
prescription constraints. 

(4) Wilderness and Roadless Areas 

In this alternative, approximately 130,400 acres are recommended for wilderness 
in Hoodoo and Mallard-Larkins areas. The new proposals, along with the 
existing Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness, would total about 389,600 acres of 
wilderness. In addition to the wilderness, approximately 293,300 acres remain 
unroaded for primitive recreation, watershed, and wildlife protection. 
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The rationale for the additional 130,400 acres of wilderness is based on 
Idaho's Congressional Delegation proposal. A management decision was made to 
manage these areas for unroaded because the areas provide a high attraction for 
primitive/semiprimitive recreation, and provide protection to watershed and 
wildlife. 

(5) Water Quality/Fisheries 

Fisheries habitat is maintained at higher levels than Alternatives A, B, C. and 
G. This constraint results in reducing the timber harvest. The exact 
magnitude of the decrease is not known. A separate FORPLAN run would be needed 
to determine this. 

(6) Wildlife 

The 18,700 goal on elk winter range results in 3,471 acres of burning with the 
rest of the winter range being designated primarily to timber management. In 
comparing this alternative to Alternatives B and C. only a small amount of 
acres (200-700 acres) are designated to burning due to the 18,700 elk goal. 
The remaining acres of burning are caused by the 15 percent access constraint 
on roadless areas as explained in Alternative B. 

The 21,250 elk objective on summer range is higher than the goal on winter 
range. Additional habitat in summer range is needed to support the 18,700 elk 
on winter range, because elk need additional security and lack of disturbance 
on summer range. This objective results in 119.900 acres being designated to 
the wildlife/timber prescriptions (C2S, ~6s) on key summer range instead of 
intensive timber. The majority of the remaining elk on summer range is 
produced by the unroaded prescriptions applied as constraints. 

(7) Employment and Income Benefits 

When compared to the Maximum PNV Benchmark, Alternative D has a decrease in 
employment and income of 33 percent and 37 percent respectively. This 
alternative is tied for sixth among all alternatives in employment and income. 

e. Alternative E 

Alternative E provides a mix of market and nonmarket outputs with emphasis on 
timber production, fishery habitat, and potential elk production. This 
alternative is designed to address the timber production, elk, special areas, 
water quality, minerals, fisheries quality, and roaded natural, primitive, and 
wilderness recreational issues. 

(1) Effects on PNV 

Alternative E has a reduction in PNV of $266.4 million. This decrease is 
primarily caused by the following constraints: 

a) designating high fishable including Lo10 and Elk Creeks in the 
Pierce and Palouse Districts except low fishable in the roaded portion 
of the Pierce District, minimum viable in the rest of the Palouse 
District, and "no effect" in wilderness or roadless areas; 
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b) settzng an elk winter goal of at least 18,700 elk and an elk summer 
god 0f 21,250 elk; 

c) deslgnatlng at least 236.000 acres to the C2S and/or C6S prescriptions; 
d) excluding the C2 prescription; 
e) applying an A4 and A6 prescrlptlon to all roads and trails on suitable 

trmberlands; 
f) accessing not more than 15 percent of the roadless areas XI decade one; 
g) designating 188,900 additional acres for wrlderness and 188,400 acres 

for unroaded management; and 
h) applyrng a timber volume constraint to the roaded and roadless portion 

of some Districts. 

(2) Discounted Costs 

When compared to the Maximum PNV Benchmark, Alternative E has a 34 percent 
decrease in total discounted costs because of reduced timber harvest and fewer 
roads. RecreatIonal and wildlife costs increase slightly because of the 
addItiona roadless and wilderness acres, but the change in total discounted 
costs is less than two percent. 

(3) Timber 

When compared to the Maximum PNV Benchmark, timber harvest in the first decade 
decreases by 48 percent; LTSY decreases by 24 percent: and suitable timberland 
decreases by 20 percent. The first decade harvest is below Alternative D, even 
though Alternative D has less suitable acres. because of higher fishery 
ObJectlvSS ln Lo10 and Elk Creeks and applyxng a timber volume constraint to 
the roaded and roadless portion of some of the Districts.. The volume 
constraints ape applied to spatially fit this alternative based on District and 
management team input. 

The sultable timberland base declines primarily because of the wilderness and 
unrosded prescription constraints. 

(4) Wilderness and Roadless Areas 

This alternative proposes wilderness additions in Mallard-Larkins of 63,000 
acres; Hoodoo of 100,100 acres; Elk Summit of 21,800 acres; and Lakes Addition 
to the Selway-Bitterroot of 4,000 acres for a total 188,900 acres. The new 
proposals along with the existing wilderness acreage total 448,100 acres. 

In addltlon to the wlderness proposals certain other roadless areas remain 
unroaded, because they are especially suited for primitive recreation in a 
nonwllderness setting or for watershed or wildlife values. These areas include 
Elizabeth Lakes, North Lochsa Slope, South Lochsa Face, Coolwater Ridge, Moose 
Mountain, and portlons of the Cayuse and Kelly Creek dramages. 

(5) Water Quality/Fisheries 

Fishery obJectives are very similar to Alternative D except Lo10 and Elk Creeks 
in the Pierce and Palouse Districts are managed for high fishable. 
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(6) Wildlife 

The goal of 18,700 elk on winter range results in 3,438 acres/yr of burning 
with the rest of the winter range being designated primarily to timber 
management. This IS about the same as Alternative D. 

FORPLAN must produce at least 21,250 elk on the summer range: however, for 
this alternative the model never produces less than 23,400 elk. This is 
because over 236,000 acres is designated to the wildlife/timber prescriptions 
C2S and c6s. About 170.000 acres of key summer range needs to be designated to 
C2S and/or ~6s to produce 21,250 elk. The additional 66,000 acres are 
necessary based on the importance of wildlife in this alternative. 

(7) Employment and Income Benefits 

When compared to the Maximum PNV Benchmark, Alternative E has a decrease in 
employment and income of 38 percent and 42 percent respectively. This 
alternative is tied for eighth among all alternatives in employment and income. 

f. Alternative El (Departure) 

Alternative El provides a variation to the DEIS's Proposed Action, Alternative 
E, by allowing the flexibility to depart from the requirement of a nondeclining 
base sale schedule. While addressing the same issues as Alternative E, this 
alternative also focuses on the national management concern of the effect of 
nondeclining yield. 

(1) Effects on PNV 

Alternative El has a reduction in PNV of $59.6 million. This decrease is 
primarily caused by the following constraints: 

a) LTSY must be the same as Alternative E; 
b) the same constraints as Alternative E except the sequential bound 

constraint of 0 percent lower bound and 20 percent upper bound is 
removed: the timber harvest is allowed to fluctuate either up or down 
from one decade to the next. 

The reduction in PNV is lower than any other alternative because timber harvest 
is allowed to fluctuate either up or down from one decade to the next. 

(2) Discounted Costs 

When compared to the Maximum PNV Benchmark, Alternative El has a 23 percent 
decrease in total discounted costs because of reduced timber harvest and fewer 
roads. Recreational and wildlife costs increase slightly because of the 
additional acreage being designated to roadless and wilderness management, but 
the change in total discounted costs is only about two percent. 

(3) Timber 

When compared to the Maximum PNV Benchmark, timber harvest in the first decade 
decreases by 53 percent: LTSY decreases by 24 percent: and suitable timberland 
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decreases by 19 percent. The first decade timber harvest is less than 
Alternative E, because the PNV's for most of the timber prescriptions are 
higher in later decades than in the first decade. 

Two important assumptions are made in FORPLAN to cause the PhV to be higher: 
1) the yield projections made in the timber yield tables: and 2) the real price 
increase assumed in the economic tables. Thus, the model is delaying cutting 
many of the sawtimber analysis areas until after the first decade. This can 
occur when nondeclining yield IS no longer a constraint. 

(4) Wilderness and Roadless Areas 
(5) Water Quality/Fisheries 
(6) Wildlife 

This alternative resource response is the same as Alternative E. 

(7) Employment and Income Benefits 

When compared to the Maximum PNV Benchmark, Alternative El has a decrease in 
employment and income of 41 percent and 45 percent respectively. This 
alternative ranks tenth among all alternatives in employment and income. 

g. Alternative F 

Alternative F increases the emphasis on wilderness, potential elk production, 
and primitive recreation from Alternative E by increasing the amount of 
recommended wilderness to 297,200 acres and elk population to a minimum of 
20,900 animals in the first decade. Market outputs from lands available for 
that use are at a moderate level. This alternative contains the wilderness 
proposed by the State of Idaho. 

(1) Effects on PNV 

Alternative F has a reduction in PNV of $313.0 million. This decrease is 
primarily caused by the following constraints: 

a) designating high fishable on all Districts except minimum viable in the 
Palouse District, moderate fish in Lo10 Creek, low fish in the roaded 
portion of the Pierce District, and "no effect" in roadless or 
wilderness: 

b) setting an elk winter goal of at least 20,900 elk and an elk summer 
goal of 23,750 elk; 

c) excluding the C2 prescription: 
d) applying an A4 and A6 prescription to all roads and trails on suitable 

timberlands; 
e) accessing not more than 15 percent of the roadless areas in decade one; 

and 
f) designating 297,200 additional acres for wilderness and 290,500 acres 

for unroaded management. 

(2) Discounted Costs 

When compared to the Maximum PNV Benchmark, Alternative F has a 37 percent 

B-135 



decrease in total discounted costs because of reduced timber harvest and fewer 
roads. Recreational and wildlife costs increase slightly because of the 
additional acreage being designated to roadless and wilderness management, but 
the change in total discounted costs is only about two percent. 

(3) Timber 

When compared to the Maximum PNV Benchmark, timber harvest in the first decade 
decreases by 48 percent; LTSY decreases by 38 percent: and suitable timberland 
decreases by 36 percent. The first decade harvest is reduced below Alternative 
A (current direction). This is due to the reduced timber base, the higher 
fishery objectives, 15 percent access constraint, and the exclusion of the C2 
prescription. The suitable timber base declines primarily because of the 
wilderness and unroaded prescription constraints. 

(4) Wilderness and Roadless Areas 

This alternative proposes wilderness additions in Mallard-Larkins of 65,300 
acres; Hoodoo of 137.600 acres: Moose Mountain of 16,100 acres: Cayuse 
(Bighorn-Weitas) of 74,200 acres: and Lakes Addition to the Selway-Bitterroot 
Wilderness of 4,000 acres, for a total of 297,200 acres. Alternative F also 
maintains certain roadless areas as unroaded; these areas are important for 
recreation, watershed, and wildlife. Total unroaded acreage is 290,500 acres. 

The rationale for the additional 297.200 acres for wilderness is based on the 
wilderness proposal by the State of Idaho. The management team decided to 
designate the 290,500 areas for unroaded management because the areas have a 
high attraction for primitive/semiprimitive recreation and wildlife and 
watershed protection. 

(5) Water Quality/Fisheries 

This alternative manages more habitat at "no effect" than all alternatives 
(except H and I) because of the large amount of acreage in wilderness and 
unroaded management. When "no effect" is combined with high fishable, this 
alternative has the same objectives as Alternative D. 

(6) Wildlife 

The elk goal of 20,900 on the elk winter range results in 5,388 acres/year of 
burning with the rest of the winter range being designated primarily to timber 
management. This is the highest elk number constraint of all the alternatives 
and results in about l/3 of the winter range being burned. The higher the elk 
number constraint, the more burning FORPLAN designates to winter range. As 
discussed in Alternative B, about 2,000 to 3,000 acres of the burning is due to 
the 15 percent access constraint with an objective of Maximum PRV and not to 
the 19,000 elk objective. 

The 23,750 elk objective on summer range results in 88,200 acres of 
wildlife/timber prescriptions on key summer range. This acreage is lower than 
Alternatives D or E which have a lower constraint. The additional elk are 
being produced by designating 142,700 acres of the key summer range to unroaded 
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management and an additional 147,800 acres on the regular summer range to 
unroaded management. The unroaded key summer range prescription produces more 
elk than any other prescription. This alternative designates twice as many 
acres to this prescription as the other alternatlves. For this reason, it is 
able to produce more elk than the other alternatives. 

(7) Employment and Income Benefits 

When compared to the Maximum PNV Benchmark, Alternative F has a decrease in 
employment and income of 38 percent and 42 percent respectively. This 
alternative is tied for eighth among all alternatives m employment and income. 

h. Alternative G 

This alternative IS designed to respond to the Forest Service Chief's direction 
to provide one alternative that has a substantial wilderness proposal while 
emphasizing market outputs from lands already developed for that purpose and on 
selected roadless lands especially suited for timber production. Alternative G 
also depicts the Idaho Wilderness Coalition's proposal for wilderness. 

(1) Effects on PNV 

Alternative G has a reduction In PNV of $192.3 million. This reduction is 
primarily caused by the following constraints: 

a) designating low fishable in all Districts except minimum viable in the 
Palouse District, and "no effect" in wilderness or unroaded areas: 

b) accessing not more than 15 percent of the suitable roadless area in 
decade one; 

c) excluding the C2 prescription; 
d) applying an A4 and A6 prescription to all roads and trails on suitable 

timberlands; and 
e) designating 454,000 additional acres for wilderness. 

(2) Discounted Costs 

When compared to the Maximum PNV Benchmark, Alternative G has a 30 percent 
decrease In total discounted costs because of reduced timber harvest and fewer 
roads. Recreational and wildlife costs increase slightly because of the 
additional acreage being designated to wilderness management, but the change in 
total discounted costs is less than two percent. 

(3) Timber 

When compared to the Maximum PNV Benchmark, timber harvest in the first decade 
decreases by 38 percent; LTSY decreases by 24 percent; and suitable timberland 
decreases by 23 percent. When compared to Alternative B, the first decade 
harvest drops 32.4 MMBF/yr because of the additional 454.000 acres being 
designated to wilderness. The decline in LTSY and suitable timberland (I.e., 
100 MMBF/yr LTSY and 193,400 acres) 1s also due to the additional wilderness 
acres. 

Alternative G has only 18,600 more sultable acres than Alternatzve D, yet the 
timber harvest in the first decade is 14.6 MMBF/yr higher than Alternative D. 
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This higher timber harvest is a result of not applying elk constraints and 
having lower fishery objectives than Alternative D. 

(4) Wilderness and Roadless Areas 

Additions to the wilderness system recommended in this alternatlve include 
Mallard-Larkins of 109,300 acres; Hoodoo of 137,600 acres; Cayuse Creek of 
71,200 acres; Fish Creek 53,800 acres; White Sand Creek of 16,900 acres; Moose 
Mountain 16.100 acres; Lakes Addition of 4.000 acres; Cliff-Coop. of 23,900 
acres and Sneakfoot Meadows of 21,200 acres. The total wilderness recommended 
is 454,000 acres. This, along with the existing Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness 
totals 713,165 acres. 

The rationale for the addItiona 454,000 acres of wilderness is based on the 
Idaho Wilderness Coalition's proposal. 

(5) Water Quality/Fisheries 

Except for the recommended wilderness, fisheries habitat is maintained at low 
fishable across most of the Forest. The objective on the Palouse District is 
minxnum viable. The objectives are the same as Alternative B, since 
emphasizing market outputs (i.e., timber) on the suitable timber base is a goal 
of this alternative. 

(6) Wildlife 

No constraints were applied to produce a mlnimum number of elk on winter 
range. Yet, like Alternatives B and C this alternative burns a significant 
number of acres. The rationale IS the same as stated in Alternative B. 

(7) Employment and Income Benefits 

When compared to the Maximum PNV Benchmark, Alternative G has a decrease in 
employment and income of 30 percent and 33 percent respectively. This 
alternative ranks third among all alternatives in employment and income. 

i. Alternative H 

AlternatIve H provides high levels of nonmarket goods from the undeveloped 
portlon of the Forest by designating roadless areas to uses that restrxt or 
prohibit road access. Market goods are produced from areas previously 
developed but at levels determined by the effect on other resource values. 

(1) Effects on PNV 

Alternative H has a reduction in PNV of $421.7 million. This decrease is 
primarily caused by the following constramts: 

4 designating high fxhable except moderate fishable in the roaded 
portions of the Pierce Dxtrxt, low fish in Palouse District, and "no 
effect" in wilderness or unroaded areas; 
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b) setting elk winter goal of at least 16,500 elk and an elk summer goal 
of 18,750 elk; 

C) excluding the C2 prescription: 
d) applying an A4 and A6 prescription to all roads and trails on suitable 

timberlands; 
e) accessing not more than 15 percent of the suitable roadless areas in 

decade one; and 
f) designating 715,500 additional acres for wilderness and 14,400 acres 

for unroaded management. 

(2) Discounted Costs 

When compared to the Maximum PNV, Alternative H has a 41 percent decrease in 
total discounted costs because of the reduced timber harvest and fewer roads. 
Recreational and wildlife costs increase slightly because of the additional 
acreage being designated to wilderness management, with the change in total 
discounted costs increasing about four percent. 

(3) Timber 

When compared to the Maximum PNV Benchmark, timber harvest in the first decade 
decreases by 55 percent; LTSY decreases by 46 percent; and suitable timber base 
decreases by 44 percent. The first decade harvest 1s lower than Alternative F 
because of the higher fishery objectives in the roaded portion of the Pierce 
and Palouse Districts, and the additional 142,200 acres being designated to 
wilderness and unroaded management. The suitable timber base declines 
primarily because of the wilderness and roadless prescription constraints, 
although some additional acreage seems to be designated to minimum level based 
on the higher fishery objectives in the Palouse District. 

(4) Wilderness and Roadless Areas 

Wilderness proposals total 715.500 acres which expands the total wilderness to 
974,700 acres. Roadless areas not recommended for wilderness are managed with 
emphasis on their watershed, wildlife and recreational values which on some 
land restricts or prohibits new road construction. 

The rationale for the additional 715.500 acres for wilderness is based on what 
the management team felt a high amenity alternative should provide. These 
areas provide a high attraction for primitive/semiprimitive recreation and 
provide protection for watershed and wildlife. 

(5) Water Quality/Fisheries 

This alternative is second only to Alternative I in meeting the "no effect" 
objective and to Alternatives E and El in achieving high fishable. The impact 
of these high objectives is a decrease in the timber output and suitable land 
base. 

(6) Wildlife 

The 16,500 elk objective on the elk winter range results in 1.424 acres of 
burning and the remaining suitable winter range being designated to Umber 
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management. Onglnally, AlternatIve H had an ObJectiVe of 18,700 elk but this 
was unacceptable. In this alternatrve, a maJority of the roadless winter range 
is being designated to wilderness management. The prescrlptlon produces very 
little forage when compared to burning or timber management. Thus the model 
was unable to produce 18,700 elk for this alternative. When the goal was 
dropped to 18,150 elk, the run was feasible. However to produce addltional elk 
(20,625) on the summer range, the model needed to designate half of the 
suitable land base on roaded areas to minimum level. 

Even by applying wilderness management to over 715,500 acres, 20,625 elk still 
cannot be produced. Yet if unroaded management was applied to the same acres, 
this objectrve could easily be reached. The wilderness prescription does not 
produce as many elk on summer range as the unroaded prescriptlon. With 
unroaded management, some burning or other activities can occur on the summer 
range to improve habltat for the elk: whereas, the wilderness designation does 
not allow this option. 

A final Alternatlve H run was developed with a 18,750 elk constraint 
establlshed on the summer range and a corresponding 16,500 elk on the winter 
range. This resulted in an acceptable alternative. 

(7) Employment and Income Benefits 

When compared to the Maximum PNV Benchmark, Alternative H has a decrease in 
employment and income of 42 percent and 47 percent respectively. This 
alternative ranks eleventh among all alternatives In employment and income. 

ii. Alternative I 

Alternative I is deslgned to follow the dire&Ion in the Forest Servxe Chlef's 
letter of 5/31/8x whxh calls for one alternatlve that proposes all roadless 
areas for wilderness. It provides the maximum wilderness recreation possible 
along with the other associated outputs. The alternative continues market 
outputs at a moderate level from lands not designated to wilderness. 

(1) Effects on PNV 

Alternative I has a reduction in PNV of $566.6 million. This decrease is 
primarily caused by the following constraints: 

4 designating high fishable In all Dlstrxts except moderate fish in the 
roaded portion of the Pierce District. low fxh in the Palouse 
Dlstnct, and "no effect" m roadless or wilderness; 

b) setting a goal of at least 13,750 elk on winter range and an elk 
summer goal of 15.625 elk; 

c) excluding the C2 prescription; 
d) applying an A4 and A6 prescription to all roads and trails on suitable 

lands; and 
e) managing all of the roadless areas for wilderness. 

(2) Discounted Costs 

When compared to the MaxImum PNV Benchmark, Alternative I has a 46 percent 
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decrease in total discounted costs because of the reduced timber harvest and 
fewer roads. Recreational and wlldlife costs x-rxease slightly because of the 
additional acreage being designated to wilderness. with the change in total 
discounted costs being an increase of about four percent. 

(3) Timber 

When compared to the Maximum PNV Benchmark. timber harvest In the first decade 
decreases by 62 percent; LTSY decreases by 56 percent; and suitable timber base 
decreases by 56 percent. AlternatIve I has the lowest first decade harvest. 
LTSY, and suitable timber base of all the alternatives. Based on the 
constraints of this run, the Forest LS able to cut 111.9 MMBF/yr in the first 
decade on the roaded areas. This is lower than the Maximum Wilderness 
Benchmark because of constraints on elk wrnter and summer range and the higher 
fishery obJectives on the roaded areas. The sultable timber base reflects the 
acreage on the roaded portions of the Forest, 547.500 acres. 

(4) Wilderness and Roadless Areas 

New wilderness proposals in this alternatlve total 950,311 acres, the maximum 
area that can qualify for this designation. Total wilderness, including the 
exrsting 259.165 acre Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness. is 1.209.476 acres. 

The rationale for managing all of the roadless areas as wilderness is based on 
the Chief's letter of 5/31/83 calling for one alternative that proposes all 
roadless areas for wilderness. 

(5) Water Quallty/Frsheries 

This alternatlve 1s the highest of all alternatives in meeting the "no effect" 
objective. The remalnlng ObJectives on the roaded areas are the same as 
Alternative H. 

(6) WIldlIfe 

The 13,750 elk ObJective on the winter range results m 218 acres/y?? of burning 
and the remaining surtable writer range being designated to timber management. 
This is the most elk the model is able to sustain on roaded winter range with 
the roadless writer being designated to wlderness. The acres of burning are 
the lowest of all the alternatives because AlternatIve I has the lowest amount 
of winter range where this prescrlptlon can be applied. FORPLAN runs made with 
higher elk winter obJectives were Infeasible. 

The correspondrng 15,625 elk constraint on summer range was not constraining 
and did not affect the solution of the model. The model was able to sustain 
15.800 elk on the summer range by designating the majority of the roaded summer 
range to lntenslve timber management and the roadless summer to wilderness. 

(7) Employment and Income Benefits 

When compared to the Maximum PNV Benchmark, Alternative I has a decrease In 
employment and income of 47 percent and 53 percent respectxvely. This 
alternative ranks twelfth among all alternatlves m employment and mcome. 
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k. Alternative J 

This alternative IS similar to Alternative D in outputs and effects but differs 
II-I the amount of roadless area recommended for wilderness and available for 
timber production. Alternative J addresses timber production, elk, special 
areas, water quality, minerals, fxh habitat quality, and unroaded recreational 
issues. 

(1) Effects on PNV 

Alternative J has a reduction in PNV of $224.7 million. This decrease is 
primarily caused by the following constraints: 

a) designating high fishable in all Dlstrxts except minlmum viable U-I the 
Palouse District, moderate flshable in Lo10 Creek, low fishable in the 
roaded portion of the Pierce District, and "no effect" III unroaded or 
wilderness; 

b) setting a goal of at least 18,700 elk on winter range and an elk summer 
goal of 21,250 elk; 

C) excluding the C.2 prescription: 
d) applying an A4 and A6 prescription to all roads and trails on sultable 

timberlands: 
e) accessing not more than 15 percent of the roadless areas in decade one; 

and 
f) designating 258,300 additional acres for wilderness and 168,900 acres 

for unroaded management. 

(2) Discounted Costs 

When compared to the Maximum PNV Benchmark, Alternative J has a 33 percent 
decrease in total discounted costs because of the reduced timber harvest and 
fewer roads. Recreational and wildllfe costs increase slightly because of the 
additional acreage being designated to wilderness management, with the change 
1x1 total dwcounted costs being less than two percent. 

(3) Timber 

When compared to the Maximum PNV Benchmark, timber harvest in the first decade 
decreases by 43 percent; LTSY decreases by 26 percent: and suitable tlmberland 
decreases by 24 percent. The first decade harvest IS the same as Alternative 
D, because of similar constraints. The only difference in t;he constraints is 
the wilderness and roadless acres. Yet, when the total wilderness and roadless 
acres are compared, the difference is very slight. 

(4) Wilderness and Roadless Areas 

Wilderness proposals in this alternatlve total 258,300 acres U-I the following 
areas: Mallard-Larkins, 63.000 acres; Hoodoo, 120,000 acres; Cayuse-Toboggan, 
50,000 acres: Lakes, 4,000 acres: and Elk Summit, 21,300 acres. Total existing 
and recommended wilderness IS 517,500 acres or approximately 27 percent of the 
Forest. Some roadless areas not recommended for wilderness remain unroaded for 
watershed protection, wildlIfe, or primitive recreation. This alternative 
contains the wilderness proposal agreed upon by local elected officials. 
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(5) Water Quality/Fisheries 

Fishery objectives are the same as Alternative D. 

(6) Wildlife 

The 18,700 elk objective on winter range results in 3,471 acres of burning with 
the rest of the winter range being designated primarily to timber management. 
This is the same as Alternative D. 

The 21,250 elk objective on summer range results in 151,800 acres being 
designated to the wildlife/timber prescription on key summer range. This is 
31,900 acres more than Alternative D even with the same elk summer objective. 
The reason for this is the additional wilderness in Alternative J when compared 
to Alternative D. Wilderness does not produce as many elk as unroaded 
management: therefore additional acres of wildlife/timber are needed to meet 
the same elk objective as Alternative D. 

(7) Employment and Income Benefits 

When compared to the Maximum PNV Benchmark, Alternative J has a decrease in 
employment and income of 33 percent and 37 percent respectively. This 
alternative IS tied for sixth among all alternatives in employment and income. 

1. Alternative K (Preferred Alternative) 

This alternative was developed after public review of the Draft EIS and 
incorporates suggestions made in the public comments. As a result, costs, 
benefits, activities, and outputs were reviewed. In many cases, changes were 
made and relationships in FORPLAN were modified by changing constraints or 
adding new ones. A summary of these changes appears in Chapter I and Section 
VII, C, in this Appendix. 

Alternative K provides a mix of market and nonmarket outputs. The amount of 
recommended wilderness is increased over the Proposed Action of the DEIS, 
Alternative E. 

(1) Effects on PNV 

Alternative K has a reduction in PNV of $196.0 million. This decrease is 
primarily caused by the following constraints: 

4 designating high fishable in all Districts including Lo10 and Elk 
Creek, moderate fishable in Beaver Creek, low fishable in the roaded 
portion of Pierce, minzmum viable on the Palouse, and "no effect" in 
unroaded and wilderness; 

b) excluding C2 prescription; 
C) accessing not more than 30 percent of the roadless areas in decade 

one; 
d) designating 198,200 acres for recommended wilderness and 226,340 acres 

for unroaded management; 
e) applying A4 and A6 prescriptions to visual corridors; 
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f) maintaining roaded, seedling-sapling condition class on less than 55 
percent slope in the base: 

9) lowering the limit of timber volume in decade one; 
h) maintaining the suitable timber base at 987 M acres; and 
i) applying spatial feasibility constraint. 

In addition, the revisions made to FORPLAN and the costs and benefit will have 
an affect on PNV. For an estimate of the relative impact of these changes, 
review Section VIII, E. in this Appendix. 

(2) Discounted Costs 

When compared to the Maximum PNV Benchmark, Alternative K has a decrease in 
total discounted costs of $202.2 million or 30 percent. This reduction in 
costs is due to decreases in discounted cost in timber and roads because of 
reduced levels of timber harvest. Recreational, wildlife. and other discounted 
costs as an aggregate increase due to the increase in nonmarket outputs. Some 
changes also occur due to changes in model formulation. 

(3) Timber 

Comparing Alternative K to the Maximum PNV Benchmark timber harvest decreases 
by 44 percent in the first decade; LTSY decreases by 25 percent; and suitable 
acres decrease by 21 percent. Alternative K ranks fourth among the twelve 
alternatives for harvesting timber in decade one and ranks sixth in suitable 
acres. 

(4) Wilderness and Roadless Areas 

Wilderness proposal in this alternative total 198,200 acres. Total existing 
and recommended wilderness is 457,365 acres or 25 percent of the Forest. Some 
roadless areas not recommended for wilderness remain unroaded for fisheries. 
wildlife, and prlmitlve recreation, this totals 226,340 acres in Alternative 
K. As a result, Alternative K ranks sixth in the production of wilderness 
recreation by decade five and ranks second in the production of semiprimitive 
recreation in decade five. 

(5) Water Quality/Fisheries 

This alternative ranks second behind Alternative I in meeting the "no effect" 
water quality/fishery objective. Alternative K ranks seventh among the twelve 
alternatives for the high fishable objective. The result of this, in terms of 
potential anadromous fish productlon, Alternative K ranks fifth overall in both 
the production of steelhead and chinook smelts by decade five. 

(6) Wildlife 

A major comment by the public in the review of the Draft EIS was the high 
amount of wildlife burning proposed. As a result, this was re-examined and 
revised between the Draft and Final EIS. 

Both spring and fall burning are allowed In Alternative K. This results in a 
decreased of burning on winter range. By utillsing fall burning the long-term 
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effect of burning results in increased elk production. By decade five, 
AlternatIve K ranks number one among all alternatives in producing elk. 

(7) Employment and Income Benefits 

When compared to the Maximum PNV Benchmark, Alternative K has a decrease in 
employment and zncome of 32 percent and 36 percent respectxvely. This 
alternative ranks fourth among all alternatives in employment and income. 

3. Proclaimed Forest 

Section 13(a) of the National Forest Management Act of 1976 requires the 
calculation of sustained yield on individual proclaimed National Forests. This 
analysis was performed for the Preferred Alternative and the details of this 
analysis are available in the Forest planning records. Tables B-29 and B-30 
display long-term sustained yield, suitable acres, and allowable sale quantity 
for the proclaimed Clearwater National Forest and that portion of the St. Joe 
National Forest administered by the Clearwater. 

-------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Table B-29. Long-Term Sustained Yield (LTSY) and Suitable Acres 
-------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PROCLAIMED SUITABLE LTSY 
FOREST ACRES MMCF/DECADE 

Clearwater 843.4 826.2 
St Joe 144.6 141.6 

TOTAL 988.0 967.8 
_________________-______________________----------------------------- 

The figures displayed for the Proclaimed Clearwater appear as departures. This 
happens because the Proclaimed Clearwater Forest figures are the difference 
between the Clearwater administrative Forest and that portion of the St. Joe 
National Forest administered by the Clearwater. The suitable acres for the 
Clearwater and the portion of the St. Joe administered by the Clearwater are 
included in FORPLAN. The administrative Clearwater Forest allowable sale 
quantity does not depart from a base sale schedule. The remaining portlon of 
the St. Joe is managed by the Idaho Panhandle National Forest. 

B-145 



Table B-30. Allowable Sale Quantity 
(Cubic Feet) 

__---_--------------------------------------------------------------- 
Clearwater Admin Proclaimed Portion of the 
National Forest Clearwater N.F. Proclaimed 

St Joe N.F. 

Decade 1 
2 

2 
5 
6 

ii 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 

181.0 296.6 84.4 
466.0 
602.4 
783.0 

967.8 
967.8 
967.8 

;:;*i 
g67:8 

859.0 

;$z 
8g2:l 
664.1 

107.7 
21.3 

468.4 
108.8 

28.6 
212.7 

75.j 
303.7 

51.5 
360.9 
108.9 

46.4 
187.4 

97.3 

D. TIMBER SUPPLY/DEMAND AND TIMBER RESOURCE LAND SUITABILITY 

During the review of the DEIS, respondents raised questions about the timber 
supply and what effect changes in demand would have on the Proposed Action. 
New information became available between the DEIS and FEIS from the Forest 
Service's study, A Report on Idaho's Timber Supply. Respondents asked why 
lands in the suitable base were at the level stated in the Proposed Action. 
The timber industry and others asked about possible opportunities for 
increasing the allowable sale quantity (ASQ) in the Proposed Action if the 
demand (price) for wood were to dramatically increase. Further analysis was 
done both to incorporate the information from the Idaho Study and to respond to 
the public comments. 

. . Timber Supply/Demand 

Supply studies have been completed in both Idaho and Montana examining various 
timber supply scenarios by ownership categories. In both States the major 
findings of the studies indicate that for northern Idaho and western Montana 
the supply of timber is adequate for the next 10 years (1988-1997). This is 
based on the planned harvest levels of the preferred Forest Plan alternatives 
and the continuation of the historic harvest level of other timber ownerships. 

A supply and demand analysis for the Clearwater National Forest was completed 
using information developed from A Report on Idaho's Timber Supply study and 
demand projections based on work done for the 1980 Resource Planning Act 
Assessment (Adam and Haynes, 1980). 
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A range of potential demand for the Clearwater National Forest timber was 
developed from the Statewide study by comparing the expected quantity supplied 
and demanded with a range of possible future harvests from other ownerships. 
This range of potential demand was then compared directly with planned harvest 
levels of the Preferred Alternative for the Clearwater. See Chapter II, 
Section D(9) for additional information on timber supply and demand. 

Using the above procedure, the range of potential demand of timber from the 
Clearwater National Forest in 1988 to 1997 was estimated to be between 114 MMBF 
and 152 MMBF annually. By 2028 (Decade 5). the potential demand range for the 
Clearwater was 324 MMBF to 341 MMBF per year. Comparing planned and projected 
harvest levels of the Clearwater's Preferred Alternative (Figure B-l) to the 
range of potential demand for the Forest planned harvest is within or above the 
range of potential demand through the fifth decade. 

It is important that the information on potential supply and demand be 
considered only as a reference point. The range of potential demand levels for 
individual National Forests is dependent on the supply assumptions for other 
ownerships and adjacent National Forests. 

2. Timber Resource Suitability 

Further analysis was done on the amount of suitable acres in the Preferred 
Alternative as shown in Table B-33. Table B-34 provides the definitions for 
the terminology used in Table B-33. Tentatively suitable timberlands were 
identified in Section I.1 of this Appendix. This land suitability table further 
classifies the tentatively suitable lands into suitable and tentatively not 
appropriate. 

The suitable category is further subdivided into the following three 
categories: 1) direct benefits exceed direct costs, 2) direct costs exceed 
direct benefits which includes meeting nontimber multiple-use objectives, and 
3) local jobs and income. The cost-efficient category represents those acres 
and volume having a positive present net value over the planning period. On 
the Clearwater National Forest, this represents about 85 percent of the total 
suitable acres and 77 percent of the acres harvested in decade one. The 
average annual allowable sale quantity (ASQ) in the cost-efficient category in 
decade one is 1308 MMBF or 75 percent of the total ASQ. 

It is difficult to separate multiple-use objectives and local jobs and income 
since the effects are interrelated. Therefore, information for these two 
categories are grouped together in Table B-33. These two categories account 
for 15 percent of the total suitable acres and 23 percent of the acres 
harvested in decade one. The average annual ASQ in decade one resulting from 
multiple-use objectives and local jobs and income is 425 MMBF or 25 percent. 

The 147,591 acres identified in Table B-33 where direct costs exceed direct 
benefits occur by the following breakdown as displayed in Table B-31. 
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___________________------------------------------------------------------- 
Table B-31. Breakdown of Direct Cost Exceeding Direct Benefits 
________________-------------------------------------------------- -------- 

'Category Acres Percent 
____--_________---______________________---------------------------------- 
Nonstocked Condition Class 47,882 32 
Productivity Class 3 37,089 25 
Seedling-Sapling Condition Class 15,510 11 
Visual Timber Management Prescription 13,741 
Aerial Timber Management Prescription 5.572 2 
Others 21.797 19 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Total 147.591 100 

Direct costs exceed direct benefits on these lands because of: 1) the high cost 
of restocking nonstocked lands, 2) productivity class 3 represents the lowest 
productivity class from which timber is harvested, 3) visual/timber management 
prescriptions have hxgh costs and low harvest volumes because of visual quality 
objectives, and 4) the aerial timber management prescriptions occur on steep 
slopes with high logging costs. The remaining 19 percent occur on a variety of 
lands and are negative largely because of the period of harvest. 

Of the 2,521 acres harvested annually in decade one, where direct costs exceed 
direct benefits, all but the 125 acres of visual/timber management prescription 
which is implemented annually in decade one could have direct benefits in 
excess of direct costs if harvested in a later decade. These areas are 
harvested in decade one as a result of constraints applied in Alternative K, 
the Preferred Alternative. 

In the Preferred Alternative no lands are identified as not cost efficient to 
meet objectives where future timber production is possible. All potential 
acres were placed in the tentatively suitable base. This is a change from the 
DEIS's Proposed Action, which had 39,728 acres identified in this category. 

There are 348.103 acres identified to meet multiple use objectives which 
preclude timber production. The following table displays a breakdown of acres 
(by acre) which are identified in this category. 
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-------______---------~~~~~~-----------~-~~~~~~~~~~~~-------~-~--~-~~~~-~~~~~~~ 
Table 8-32. Summary of Acres which Preclude Timber Production 
-------______-------~~~~~~~-----------~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~------~~~~~~-~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

OTHER USES - UNROADED 

The following areas will be managed for dispersed recreation in a 
semiprimitive setting: 
Elizabeth Lakes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
LochsaFace........................... 
Coolwater............................ 
North Lochsa Slope. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

9,800 
1 22,500 

4,500 
: 25,800 

The following area will be managed for key big game summer 
range/dispersed recreation in a semiprimitive setting: 
Fourth-of-July . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 45,100 

The following areas will be managed for key fishery habitat 
protection/dispersed recreation in a semiprimitive setting: 
Kellycreek........................... 
Toboggan-Cayuse-Monroe. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Rabbit/Colt Creek . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

. 2,960 
56,780 

: 12,000 

TOTAL.............................. .226,340 

OTHER USES PROPOSED RESEARCH NATURAL AREAS 
Aquarius . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Bald Mountain .......... 
Bull Run ............ 
Chateau Falls .......... 
Four-Bit ............ 
Sneakfoot ............ 
TOTAL .............. 

............. 

............. 

............. 

............. 

............. 

............. 

RECOMMENDED WILDERNESS 
Mallard-Larkins ......................... 
Hoodoo ............................. 
Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness Addition .............. 
TOTAL .............................. 

. 3,900 

. . 370 

. . 373 

. . 220 

: '1 :;: 
. 7:o63 

66,700 
'113,000 

18,500 
lg8.200 

l A total of 83,500 acres of not-suited acres are subtracted from the unroaded 
acres (226,340); RNA's (7,063); and recommended wilderness acres (198,200) to 
arrive at the total net acres of 348,103. 

The following narrative provides the rationale for tentatively unsuitable land 
assignment in the other uses category. 
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The acres in Elizabeth Lakes, Lochsa Face, Coolwater and North Lochsa Slope are 
designated for dispersed recreation in an unroaded (semiprimitive) setting on 
the basis that this is the highest and best use. These areas also maintain key 
elk habitat in natural conditions. No roads will be constructed in these 
areas. 

The acres in the Fourth-of-July Creek area are designated for maximum 
protection and management of big game, primarily elk. The area was selected on 
the basis of elk habitat being the best and highest use. This use was strongly 
favored by public comments including the Idaho Fish and Game Department before 
the Draft and between the Draft and Final Plan. No roads will be constructed 
or timber management activities scheduled. 

The acres in Kelly Creek, Toboggan-Cayuse-Monroe, Rabbit, and Colt Creeks are 
designated for maximum protection of fishery habitat. The areas were selected 
on the basis of being vital to the continued production and improvement of both 
resident fish (westslope cutthroat trout) and anadromous smelts (steelhead 
trout and chinook salmon). Much public interest has been shown in these areas 
throughout the Forest planning process. These areas also maintain key elk 
habitat in natural conditions. No roads will be constructed or timber 
management activities scheduled. 

To evaluate the effect of constraining the 226,340 acres to multiple use 
objectives which preclude timber harvest (other uses), a sensitivity run was 
made using FORPLAN. This run had all constraints that applied to Alternative K 
(Preferred Alternative) except the acres which were constrained to preclude 
timber production were allowed to receive a timber prescription. The result 
was no change in first decade ASQ. PNV increased by ten percent, LTSY 
increased by five percent, and the suitable base increased by six percent over 
Alternative K. This indicates that while a higher PNV can be attained by 
allowing these lands to go to a timber prescription, first decade ASQ is not 
affected. The reason PNV IS increased is due to rescheduling of harvest in 
later decades and the scheduling of harvest on some lands with high PNV that 
were precluded from timber harvest in Alternative K. 

Figure B-2 shows a comparison of the commercial Forest land classification used 
in previous Forest timber management plans and the timber resource land 
suitability classification for the Preferred Alternative (K). 
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Table B-33. 

TIMBER RESOURCE LAND SUITABILITY 
CLEARWATER NATIONAL FORESTS 

-NOT SUITE 

llPICRES 
Definitions: (See Attached Sheet) 

- Not Capable & Non Forest _ 172,151 

_ Irreversible SotI and Watershed 0 
Damage 

* 
Note: Volume fwres m&de. 

_ No Assurance of Adequate 
Restocking 

51,997 

_ Wnhdrawn from Ttmber Productton _ 276,894 

Subtotal of Ahnve 501,042 

-SUITABLE 

* 1 LANDS COST EFFICIENT 

Direct Benefits Exceed 
Dtrect Costs 840,380 

- Chargeable Volume Only 
- Non-Interchangeable 

components to meet 
management obfectwes 

EFFECTS 

Local Jobs/Income Included in the line above 
Subtotal of Above 987,971 173 440 

1st Decade 11 LTSY 

L 
Productron Possrble II 0 0 II 0 

0b)ectwes Preclude 

TOTAL NATIONAL FOREST LANDS 1,837,116 

Effective Period: from 1987 thru 1996 
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Table B-34. 

TIMBER RESOURCE LAND SUITABILITY DEFINITIONS 

NOT SUITED LANDS 

Tot Capable Forest ,.x,,d not capable of producmg mdustnal wood. Quantltatwely 
defined as lands not capable of producmg 20 cubtc feet of wood per acre 
per year 

ion-Forest Land that IS not at least 10 percent occupwd by forest trees of any sue or 
formerly havrng had s”ch tree cover and currently developed for 
non-forest use 36 CFR 219 14(a)(l) 

rrevennble Sad br Watershed Damage 36 CFR 219 14(a)(2) 

lo Assurance of Adequate Restockmg 36 CFR 219 14(a)(3) 

“,thdrawn from nmber Productmn 36 CFR 219 14(a)(4) 

TENTATIVELY SUITABLE LANDS 

lUITABLE PORTION 

hrect Benefits Exceed Dxect Costs Dxect benefits expressed as expected gross reeelpts to the government 
Expected receipts are based upon expected stumpage prices and pay- 
merits-m-kmd from timber harvest consldermg future supply and demand 
atuatmn for t,mber and upon t,mber productmn goals of the Regmna, 
G”,de 36 CFR 219 14(b)(l) 
D,rect costs Include the antnpated mvestments, mamtenance, operatmg, 
management, and plannrng costa attnbutable to timber productlo” ac- 
t,v,t,es, lncludmg rmt,gatmn measures necessitated by the rnpacts of 
t,mber productmn 36 CFR 219 14(b)(2) 

deet Non-t,mber, M”lt,ple-Use Ob,ectwes Lands where t,mber prod”ct,on 1s necessary to ach,eve non-t,mber, mu,- 
t,p,e-“se objectwes even though drect t,mber product,.,” costs exceed 
expected gross rewpts to the government These ob,ect,ves are not as- 
sIgned monetary values but are aehleved at specdied levels m  the least 
cost manner See 36 CFR 219 14(c) and 36 CFR 219 3 (deiimtmn of cost 
eflic,ency) 

local Jobs/Income Lands necessary for tlmber production m  order to mamtam a” appro- 
prmte level of local employment and mcome (No dmect bas,s m  the 
plannmg regulatmns, See 36 CFR 2213(a)(3). 

qan-Interchangeable Component The Non-Interchangeable Components are mcrements of volume from the 
s”,tabIe land base or type of t,mber harvested from that base that am 
needed to meet management ob,ectwes The total ASQ 1s derwed from 
the sum of the hmber volumes from a,, the Non-I,,terchangeab,e Corn- 
ponents. These mcrements cannot be substituted for each other for the 
purpose of PWsrwnmmg harvest Non-Interchangeable Comprments may 
be ldentliied as parcels of land dxfferentmted for purposes lo forest plan 
tmplementatl0” Some condltmns used to descnbe/dlfferentmte these 
Non-Interchangeable Components are 
- specws marketabdq 
- whether It 1s dead or bve 
- BLEe class 
- operabdlty 

iOT SUITED PORTION 

.ands Not Cost Eff%,ent to Meet Ob,ec- Lands not currently cost efficient for timber productlo” but which could 
Ives-Future Tmber Praductmn Poss,ble be brought l”to productmn ,f cond,t,ons change These lands represent 

addltmnal ~PP~rtumtaes wthm the preferred alternatwe 

rlult~ple-Use Oblectwes Preclude Timber Pro- Based “PO” a conalderatmn of m”,t,p,e-“se ob,eetwes for the aternatwe, 
luctm” the land 1s proposed for resource “sea that preclude t,mber productwn 36 

CFR 219 14(c)(l) 
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FIG. B-l. HISTORIC AND PROJECTED VOLUME 
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FIG. B-Z. CURRENT AND PREVIOUS CLASSIFICATION 
OF CLEARWATER NATIONAL FOREST LANDS 
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